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Sinkola, and Charles Young, Sr.; ~ the Com· 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: 
H. R. 3064. A bill authorizing and directing 

the Sea-etary of the Interior to issue a patent 
1n fee to Thomas Lucas; to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
H . R. 3065. A bill for the rellef .of Miguel 

A. Viera ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KUNKEL: 

H. R. 3066. A bill for the rellef of Lawrence 
G. McCarthy; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. MICHENER (by request): 
H . R. 3067. A bill for the relief of E. J. 

Brennan and Janet Howell; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3068. A b1ll for the re11ef of Alfred 
Thomas Freitas; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R . 3069. A bnt for the relief of CecU T. 
May; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Yr. O'TOOLE: 
H. R. 3070. A ·bill for the relief of Simon 

Broder; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. REED of New Ym:k: 

H. B. 30'71. A b1U for tbe relief of Hong 
Fort Chew; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIORS. ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule xxn. petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

328. By Mr. BRAMBLETr: Petition of Elo
Ise Stoltenberg and others, rel~tiv~ to pro
posed legislation prohibiting liquor advertis
Ing 1n t~tterstate commerce and via radio: 
to the ComJOittee on Interstate and Poreign 
Commerce. 

329. By .Mr. BROWN of Ohio: Petition of 
.Miss Amy M. Henry and others. for the pas
sage of s. 265. a b1J.I to prohibit the tran~
portat1on of alcohoUc-bevernge advertising 1n 
interstate commerce and the broadcasting of 
alcohollc-beverage advertising over the radio; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

330. By Mr. JONES o! Ohio: Petition of 
Mr.s. Elld K. Lowry and 90 other mothers. 
Chrlstian citiZens, and members of a Sunday
school class, o! Troy. Ohio, urging the pas
sage of S. 265, whlch bans Itquor advertise
ments 1n newspapers, periodicals, news reels. 
by radio, etc.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

331. By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition of the 
citiZens of Knox County, Ohio, urgln:g pas
sage of S. 265. the Capper bill, to prohibit 
the transportation of alcoholic-beverage ad
vertising in interstate commerce and to pre
vent the broadcasting of alcoholic-beverage 
auvertising over the radio; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

882. By the SPEAKER: Petition of mem
ben; of the Lake COunty Townsend Club. 
Florida, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution ·with reference to endorsement of 
the proposed social-security legislatton.known 
as the Townsend plan, introduced 1n the 
Eightieth Congress as H. Res. 16; to the com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

333. Also, petition of members of Boynton 
Beach Townsend Club, No.· 1 .. Florida, peti
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of the proposed 
social-security legislation known as the 
Townsend plan, introduced in the Eightieth 
Congress as H. Res. 16; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

334. By Mr. CANFIELD~ Petition of the 
One Hundred and Seventy-first Legislature 
of the State of New Jersey, memorializing the 
CongreEs to adopt H. R. 724, providing for the 
conveyance o! the Bureau of Animal Indus
try quarantine station at Clifton, N. J., to 
the city ot Clltton., N. J.; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1947 

(Legisl'tttive day ot Monday, March 
24, 1947> 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 

0 Lord our God. in the face of life's 
mysteries and its vast imponderables, 
give us faith to believe that Thou makest 
all things to work together for good to 
the.z:n that love Thee. Strengthen our 
conviction that Tr..y hand is upon us, to 
lead us and to use us in working out 
Thy purposes in the world. Even though 
we may not see the distant scene. let us 
be willing to take one step at a time and 
trust Thee for the rest. Through Jesus 
Christ. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
April 15, 194:7, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BROOKS obtained the floor. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President., will 

the Senator from .Dlinois yield to me? 
Mr. BROOKS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absenee 

of a quorun •. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll 
The Chief Clerk called the ron, and the 

following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken mu o·conor 
Baldwin Hoey O'Daniel 
Ball Holland O'Kahoney 
Brreker Ives Pepper 
Br.ldges .Jenner Beed 
Brooks J'!lb.n.son, Colo. Revercomb 
Bushfleld Kem Robertson, Va. 
Byrd Knowland R';)bertson, Wyo. 
Cain Langer Sa.ltonsta.U 
capper Lodge Smith 
Connall7 Lucas Sparkman 
Cooper McCarmn Tatt 
Cordon · McCarthy Taylor 
Donnell McClellan Thomas, Okla. 
Downey McFarland Thomas, Utah 
Dworsha'k McGrath Thye 
Eastland McKellar Tobey 
Ecton JricMahon Tydings 
Ellender M!llone Umstead 
Flanders lllartln Vandenberg 
Green Mllliklu Watklns 
Gurney Moore Wherry 
H'l.wkes Morse Willlanul 
Hayden Murray Wilson 
Hickenlooper Myers Young 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] and 
the Senator from Michigan r.Mr. FEBGU
soxJ are. absent by leave· of the Senate to 
attend the sessions of the Interparlia
mentary Union. 

The Senator from Nebraska £Mr. Bvr
LERJ is absent· by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Indiana £Mr. CAPE
HART] and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are absent on official busi
ness. 
· The Senator from Delaware £Mr. 

Btrcxl is necessarily absent. · 
Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen

ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARXLEY] and 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
IJA7CHl are abSent by leave of the senate 

to attend the sessions of the Interparlia
mentary Union. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Georgia. £Mr. 
GEoRGE], the Senator from South Caro
lina £Mr. MAYBANK], and the Senator · 
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] are 
absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT], the Senator from South. Caro
lina t:Mr. JOHNSTON], and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] are 
detained on public business. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus· 
SELL] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from West Virginia IMr. 
KILGoRE l. the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Snw.ARxJ. and the Senator from 
New York [.Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Seventy-five Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 
MEETING OF .APPROPRIATIONS SUB-

COMMITTEE ON LABO& AND FEDERAL 
SECUB.ITY 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Appro
priations Subcom.mlttee on L9.bor and 
Federal Security may hold a meeting thls 
afternoon~ 

The P.RESID.ING OFFICER. Without 
objection, consent for that purpose is 
granted. 

LEAVE OP ABSENCE 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent of the Senate that I 
may be absent for the rest of the week on 
important public business . 
··The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With

out obJection. consent is granted. 
KEBTING OF BUBCOMM1'l'TBE O.P 

JUDICIARY COMMITI'EB 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. Presid~nt, I ask 
unanimous consent that the subcommit
tee of the Judiciary Committee may meet 
this afternoon to hear a number of wit
nesses on the antimonopoly bill; and in 
that connection. inasmuch as I am 
chairman of the subcommittee, I ask 
unanimous consent to be absent from the 
Senate this afternoon for that purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection. ~onsent is granted. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUS~Nm!B 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

BXECU'TIVB COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
_before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
l)oNATIONS BY NAVY DEPARTMENT '1'0 NoN· 

PROFIT INSTlTUTIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

A letter from the Secretary o! the Navy, 
reporting. pursuant to law. a. llst of institu
tions and organizations. all nonprofit and 
eligible, which have requested donations from 
the Navy Department; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
':l'BANSFU BY NAVY I)EPABTKEN'r OP PEBSONHEL 

LANDING Ca.Arr TO GIRL SCOUT J.IAKINU 
TRooP, PACIFIC Gaov£, C~IP. 
A letter from the Acting Secretary o! the 

Navy. reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
Girl Scout Mariner troop at Paclfic Grove, 
Ca.llf .• had requested the Navy Department 
to transfer a personnel landing craft for 
the use of that organization; to the Com
mlttee on Armed Services. 



8460 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE APRIL 16 
VIRGIN IsLANDS CORPORATION 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting a draft of prqposed legisla
tion to incorporate the Virgin Islands Corpo
ration, and for other purposes (with an ac
companying paper); to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

SALE OF LIQUOR TO CERTAIN INDIANS 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to permit the sale of liquor to 
Indians outside Indian country (with an ac
companying paper); to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

- ORGANIC ACT OF GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to reenact and amend the Or
ganic Act of the United States Geological 
Survey by incorporating therein substantive 
provisions confirming the exercise of long
continued duties and functions and by re
defining their geographic scope (with an ac
companying paper); to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 
JOURNAL OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF 

HAwAn LEGisr.ATURE 

A letter from the Acting Director of the 
Division of Territories and Island Posses
sions, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, copy of the Journal of 
the House of Representatives of the Legisla
ture of the Territory of Hawaii, regular ses
sion of 1945 (with an accompanying docu
ment); to the Committee on Public Lands. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A letter in the nature of a memorial signed 

by sundry members of the Civil Rights Con
gress, New York City, N. Y., remonstrating 
against the enactment of House bill ·1884, to 
prohibit certain un-American activities; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
A petition signed by 100 citizens of Horton, 

Kans., praying for the enactment of Senate 
bill 265, to prohibit the transportation of 
alcoholic-beverage advertising in interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LODGE (for hi111Self and Mr. 
SALTONST.I\.LL) : 

Resolution of the General Court of the 
State of Massachusetts; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 
"Resolution memorializing the Congress of 

the United States to enact a fair-employ
ment-practices act 
"Whereas the Declaration of Independence 

states: 'We hold these truths to be self
evident, that all men are created equal; that 
they are endowed by their Creator with cer
tain inalienable rights; · that among these are 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness'; 
and 

"Whereas the preamble of the Constitution 
of the United States declares that the people 
ordained and established the Constitution 
1n order to establish justice; and 

"Whereas during the World War II neither 
our draft boards nor enemy bullets selected 
our citizens because of race, color, or creed; 
and 

"Whereas the Commonwealth of Massachu
setts has already established a fair-employ
ment-practices act to outlaw discrimination 
1n employment: Therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the General Court of 
Massachusetts memorializes the Congress of 
the United States to adopt an effective per
manent fair-employment-practices act; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the state secre-

tary to the President of the United States, to 
the Presiding Officers of each branch of Con
gress, and to the Members thereof from this 
Commonwealth. 

"In house of r.epresentatives, adopted, April 
1, 1947. 

"In senate, adopted, in concurrence, April 
8, 1947." 

PRICES OF MILK 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to present for appro
priate reference and to have printed in 
the RECORD a memorial unanimously 
adopted by both houses of the Vermont 
Legislature, addressed to the Vermont 
delegation in the Congress, protesting 
the action of the Secretary of Agricul
ture in reducing the price of milk at 
this time. 

I also ask unanimous consent to pre
sent for appropriate reference and to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter ad
dressed to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
signed by representatives of 14 milk 
producers' cooperative associations in 
New England, setting forth the condi
tions which led to the adoption of the 
memorial I have just presented. 

There being no objection, the memo
rial and letter were received, referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas Hon. Clinton P. Anderson, United 
States Secretary of Agriculture, has ordered 
that the price of class I milk for May and 
June 1947, payable to producers in the 201-
210-mile zone from Boston shall be reduced 
44 cents per hundredweight below April 
prices, and has ordered similar reductions in 
prices to be paid to producers shipping milk 
into New York City and other federally ad
ministered milk markets in New England; 
and 

Whereas, by these orders, estimated re
turns to producers in said 201-210-mile zone 
will not be over $3.68 per hundredweight 
during the month of May and $3.50 per hun
dredweight during the month of June, being 
sharp declines from returns during these 
same months in 1946, of $4.06 and $4.17, re
spectively, while at the same time the in
dex of Vermont farm costs has risen a mini
mum of 14 percent over the costs of the com
parable periods; and being also sharp de
clines from prices received during the past 
few months; and 

Whereas the vermont Cooperative Agri
cultural Extension Service, the College o! Ag
riculture, University of Vermont, and United 
States Department of Agriculture coopexat
ing, has published its statement that, based 
upon existing prices of grain and feed, and 
other present costs, the costs of producing 
one hundredweight of milk in said 201-210-
mile zone is $4.86, using as labor costs a less 
figure than many dairy farmers pay for la
bor, being a production cost 33 percent 
higher than estimated May sales returns per 
hundredweight and 39 percent higher than 
estimated June sales returns per hundred
weight; and 

Whereas such a deliberate action with re
spect to governmental pricing can only re
sult in disaster to the Vermont dairy farm
er, and clearly indicates that the Depart
ment of Agriculture has failed to understand, 
or give any consideration to, the producer 
needs and production conditions preva111ng 
in this State: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the senate and house of rep
resentatives, That we formally protest this 
action on the part of the Secretary of Agri
culture for the reasons above stated, and as 
punitive and unrealistic governmental action 
that can only result in ineparable damage 
~o the econom1 of the State of :Vermont by 

breaking down the efficiency of its basic in
dustry, that of dairy farming; and that we 
respectfully request that the Secretary of 
Agriculture review and revise his order of 
April 9, 1947, by giving consideration to the 
actual conditions in Vermont to the end that 
class I milk-producer payments in New Eng
land federally administered markets and in 
the New York City market be held at least 
at April prices; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secret ary of state is 
hereby authorized and directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to Han. Clinton P. 
Anderson, Secretary of Agriculture, and to 
each Member of the Vermont delegation in 
Congress; and be it further 

Resolved, That this joint resolution be 
treated as a memorial to the Members of the 
Vermont congressional delegation tbat they 
take affirmative action to advise the Secre
tary of Agriculture of the needs of the Ver
mont dairy industry as expressed herein. 

Approved APRIL 12, 1947. 
ERNEST W. GIBSON, 

Governor. 

BoSTON, M..A.SS., April 4, 1947. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Secretary, 

United States Department of AgricUlture, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sm: On March 12, 1947, the under
signed cooperative associations representing 
more than two-thirds of all producers sup
plying milk in the Greater Boston, Mass., 
marketing area, submitted to you two peti
tions relating to . suspension of certain 
pr.ovisions of the class I price schedule 
contained in Federal Milk Marketing Order 
No.4. 

The first of these petitions related to the 
month of April 1947 on which affirmative 
action has already been taken. The second 
petition requested a similar suspension of 
the formula pricing provisions of order No. 
4 for the months of May and June 1947, so 
as to hold the class I price to the end of 
June at the present level of $4.77 per hun
dredweight. We wish to again call to your 
attention the latter petition, to submit ad
ditional information which has since be
come available, and to request affirmative 
action on such petition. 

The above-mentioned petition conforms 
to the proposal with respect to class I price 
which was submitted jointly by the pro
ducers' cooperative associations at a recent 
hearing in the Boston market on March 
14-26, 1947, and supported by lengthy evi
dence in that hearing. The proposal sub
mitted by the cooperative associations called 
for elimination of the present butter-powder 
formula as a basis of establishing the class 
I price, and for the substitution of a defi
nitely named seasonal schedule of prices to 
run from now through the next short season. 
The price schedule proposed provides for 
maintaining the class I price to the end of 
June at the present level of $4.77 per hun
dredweight, an advance to $5.21 in July and 
to $5.65 in October to carry through the 
next short season. 

The class I price in the Boston market has 
already been reduced by 44 cents ln Febru
ary and another 44 cents in March, and no 
further reduction is warranted for April, 
May, and June in the face of the sharp ad
vance which has occurred in feed prices and 
continued high levels of production costs. 
The blended price to producers in March is 
now estimated by the market administrator 
at $4.23 per hundredweight for 3.7 percent 
milk in the 200-mile zone. For March last 
year the blended price including the subsidy 
amounted to $4.31. The price to Boston pro
ducers in March will be lower than a year 
ago, and for April, May, and June, the rela
tion will continue to become less favorable 
compared to last year. In the meantime, 
feed prices have advanced about 21 percent; 
farm labor 19 percent; and farm machinery 
and supplies at least 25 percent above the 
level of a year ago. 
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The market adnlinistrator for the Bostori 

market regularly compiles and publishes a 
figure showing the average price ·of dairy 
ration per hundn;dweight based on quota
tions of eight large feed distributors supply
ing dairy farmers in the Boston milkshed. 
These figures are otncial in character and are 
the best measure available of the sharp in
crease in cost of dairy ration which has oc
curred in the last 6 weeks. A table showing 
such prices was ntroduced as a part of Gov
ernment Exhibit No. 3 at the recent hearing 
in Boston. The figures below are taken from 
that exhibit. 
Average prices of dairy ration, per hundred-

weight 

March 1946------------------------ $3. 419 
February 1947---------------------- 3.640 
Week beginning: 

Mar. 3, 1947-------------------- 3. 759 
Mar. 10------------------------ 3.965 
Mar. 17~----------------------- 4.140 

The above figures indicate that by March 
17 the average price of dairy ration had ad
vanced to a level 14 percent -above February 
1947 and 21 percent above the level of March 
last year. 

The price of mixed feed is dependent on the 
prices of feedstuffs used in. preparing. such 
mixt ures. During March prices of these in
gredients have risen to new high levels and 
it is probable that not all of the increase in 
prices of ingredients has yet been reflected 
in prices of ready-mixed rations. ,The fol
lowing table shows average prices of certain 
feedstuffs as reported in the USDA Weekly 
Feed Market Review (bagged, per ton, in car
lots, sight-draft basis) at Boston, Mass. 

Wheat bran __ ----------Wheat middlings ______ _ 
Linseed mea} __________ _ 
Soybean meaL ________ _ 
White hominy _________ _ 
Cottonseed meaL _____ _ 

1947 

January February March 25 

$45.70 
46. 70 
00.45 
79. 00 
54.40 
83.55 

$48.50 
51.60 
87.45 
70.75 
56.25 
73. 50 

$73.50 
75.50 
95.00 
91.00 
76. 50 
00.00 

Farm wage rates have continued their 
steady advance. On January 1 in Vermont 
the reported rates of farm wages per month 
with board were 19 percent higher than a 
year ago. Prices of all farm machinery and 
supplies have increased substantially and are 
due to remain at much higher levels than in 
former years. 

The national index of prices paid by 
farmers used in computing the parity prices 
for Boston milk has advanced every month 
except one since July 1945. Figures for the 
last 6 months are: October 218; November 
224; December 225; January 227; February 
234; and March 243. This is an increase of 
7 points in February and 9 points more in 
March. This steady upward trend causes a 
similar upward trend in milk parity prices. 
In view of the continued increase in cost 
of things that farmers buy, and the addi
tional fact that last year's milk prices failed 
to encourage production of an adequate sup
ply of milk for Boston, it is a poor time at 
present to further lower the class I price . 

In our petition of March 12, we attempted 
to make a. rough estimate of the seasonal level 
of blended prices that would result in the 
event that the class I price were held to the 
end of June at the present level of $4.77 per 
hundredweight. Based on a class I price of 
$4.77 in June, a class II prioe of $3 , and a class 
I use of 45 percent, the blended price in June 
would run around $3.77 per hundredweight. 
This compares with a blended price of $3.62 
plus 55 cents subsidy, or a total return of 
$4.17 for June last year. This means that 
even if the present class I price were held to 
the end of June, returns to producers 1n 
June will be lower than a year ago by 40 

cents per hUndredweight in the faCe of higher 
costs of feed, of farm labor, and farm ma
chinery and supplies. A June blended price 
of $3.77 is to be compared with a price of 
$5.53 which prevailed last November. The 
reduction is $1.76 and the November price is 
47 percent higher than June. The differen
tial is ample to encourage production of 
relatively more fall milk. We believe that 
any greater reduction in returns to pro
ducers for May and June in the face of con
tinued high levels of production costs would 
lead to the liquidation of dairy herds and dis
courage production for the next short season. 

On the demand side, consumer income and 
industrial earnings have remained at a high 
level in New England, and demand for fluid 
milk is still close to the all-time high record 
of last June. The number of wage earners 
employed in manufacturing establishments 
in Massachusetts in February 1947 was 16 
percent larger than a year ago, average weekly 
earnings were up 13 percent, and total pay 
rolls up 32 percent. The number of wage 
earners in representative establishments in 
Massachusetts for all classes of employment 
combined in February 1947 was 12 percent 
higher than a year ago, and total wages paid 
showed an increase of 27 percent. These 
figures are based on statistics compiled and 
issued by the division of statistics, Massa
chusetts Department of Labor and Indus
tries. 

For the above reasons, we believe that there 
is no basis either in production or demand 
conditions to warrant a further reduction in 
the class I price in the Boston market for 
May and June 1947. 

This petition is submitted jointly by the 
following producers' cooperative associa
tions. 

Very truly yours, 
Bellows Falls Cooperative Creamery, 

Inc.; Bethel Cooperative Creamery, 
Inc.; Cabot Farmers' Cooperative 
Creamery Co., Inc.- Connecticut 
Valley Dairy, Inc.; Grand Isle 
County Cooperative Creamery As
sociation, Inc.; Granite City Co
operative Creamery Association, 
Inc.; Maine Dairymen's Associa
tion; Manchester Dairy System, 
Inc.; New England Dairies, Inc.; 
New England Milk Producers' As
sociation; Northern Farms Coop
erative, Inc.; St. Albans Coopera
tive Creamery, Inc.; Shelburne 
Cooperative Creamery Co.; United 
Farmers' Cooperative Creamery 
Association, Inc.; Chester W. 
Smith, C. w. Swonger, George H. 
Thompson, chairman, for the com
mittee. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS OF IOWA 
LEGISLATURE 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to present for 
appropriate reference and to have print
ed in the RECORD House Concurrent Res
olution 14 of the Iowa Legislature, fa
voring the enactment of Senate bill 265. 
to prohibit the transportation of alco
holic-beverage advertising in interstate 
commerce. 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution was received, referred to 
the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce, and, under the rule, or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

House Concurrent Resolution 14 
Whereas the use of alcoholic beverages 1s 

rapidly increasing in Iowa; and 
Whereas the habit-forming practice of the 

use of alcoholic beverages in many cases re
sults In lowered physical and mental em
clency, broken homes, juvenile delinquency, 

increased criine; and general disregard for 
law and order, all detrimental to the gen-
eral public welfare; and · 

Whereas the General Assembly of Iowa does 
recognize · the inherent right and duty of 
government to protect and safeguard the 
general public welfare of its people by all 
proper means; and 

Whereas the above habit-forming practice 
is constantly being stimulated and encour
aged by the use of advertising and propa
ganda, much of which comes from out of 
the State and which has for its purpose 
fin.ancial profit rather than the general pub
lic interest and welfare; and 

Whereas there has been introduced in Con
gress a bill by Senator ARTHUR CAPPER known 
as S. 265, to prohibit the transportation in 
interstate commerce of advertisements of 
alcoholic beverages, which bill is now in the 
hands of the Senate Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, of which Sen
ator WALLACE H. WHITE, Jr., Of Maine, is the 
chairman: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the house (the senate con
curring) •• That the General Assembly of Iowa 
hereby urges its Senators and Representatives 
in Congress to us their influence and sup
port in behalf of S. 265 to the end that the 
general welfare of the people, and especially 
the youth of Iowa and of the United States, 
be safeguarded and protected. 

Furthermore, that a copy of said resolu
tion be sent to the United States Senators 
from Iowa and the United States Represent
atives froni Iowa, to the Honorable WALLACE 
H. WHITE, JR., Senator from Maine, and to 
the Honorable ARTHUR CAPPER, Senator from 
Kansas. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I also ask unanimous consent to present 
for appropriate reference and printing 
in the RECORD Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 23 adopted by the ·Legislature of the 
State of Iowa, relating to the recognition 
of the Marine Corps. 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution was received, referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services, and, 
under the rule, ordered to be printed in 
the ~ECORD, as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 23 
Whereas there is now pending before Con

gress a plan calling for the unification of the 
armed forces of the United States; and 

Whereas the said plan in one form does 
not make adequate specific provision for the 
recognition of the United States Marine 
Corps as a distinct unit of the armed forces 
of the United States; and 

Whereas the Marine Corps has established 
itself over a period of more than a century 
as one of the greatest fighting organizations 
1n the world and should be continued in its 
traditional status; and 

Whereas the security of the United States 
requires the continuation of a unit versed 
through experience and training in the art 
of amphibious warfare; and 

Whereas the United States Marine Corps 
has, since its organization in 1775, distin
guished itself as the greatest and best versed 
amphibious force in the world: Therefore 
be it 

.Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
Iowa (the house of representatives concur-
ring): · 

1. That the Congress of the United States 
be memorialized and urged to take immedi
ate favorable action toward specifically estab
lishing the United St ates Marine Corps and 
making adequaj;e provision for its continua
tion in any plan for unification of the armed 
forces of the United States. 

2. That a copy of this resolution be for
warded to the President of the United States, 
the President pro tempore of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
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Representatives, and to each Iowa Senator 
and Member of the House of Representatives 
1n the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I also ask unanimous consent to 
present for appropriate reference and 
printing in the RECORD, Senate Concur
rent Resolution 22 of the Legislature of 
the St~te of Iowa, dealing with tax reg
ulations in connection with community 
property and other matters. 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution · ;ras received, referred "to 
the Committee on Finance, and, under 
the rule, ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 22 
Whereas the Internal Revenue C9de of the 

United States, as construed and administered 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau, permits 
married residents of eight Stat~ to split their 
Income for income-tax purposes because of 
the existence of the community property 
concept in such States; and 

Whereas married residents. in all other 
etates are not ao permitted to split their in
come; and 

Whereas the use of this legal :nction or 
rule of law, known as the community-prop
erty law, results in discrimination against 
the married residents of Iowa and all other 
•imilar non-community-property States, 
and requires such residents to bear an un
just proportion of the Federal tax burden; 
and 

Whereas in connection with the adoption 
of the R-evenue Act of 1947, the Congress of 
the United States is now considering vari
ous proposals to eliminate this unjust and 
unfair discrimination; and 

Whereas it is the consensus of opinion of 
this general assembly and of the people of 
Iowa that the Internal Revenue Code of the 
United States should be amended so as to 
permit a husband and wife residing in non
community-property States, including Iowa, 
to split their income for income-tax pur
poses upon the same basis as is employed in 
community-property States, irrespective of 
the sources of the income: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the senate (the house concur
ring): That the Fifty-second General Assem
bly of the State of Iowa respectfully repre
sents to the Congress of the United States 
that it is the opinion of the people of Iowa, 
as well as the opinion of this assembly, that 
the Internal Revenue Code of the United 
States should be revised and amended so as 
to permit a husband and wife, residents of 
Iowa or of any of the other non-community
property States, to split their income, and 
thereby eliminate the unfair and unjust dis
crimination now existing in favor of the mar
ried residents of States hliwing the commu
nity-property concept; 

That our Senators and Representatives in 
Congress are requested to exert their efforts 
to secure such a revision of the Internal 
Revenue Code; 

That the Congress of the United States is 
respectfully requested to so revise the In
ternal Revenue Code of the United States; 

That copies of this concurrent resolution 
be forwarded by the secretary of state-to the 
President of the United States, to the Pres
ident pro tempore of the United States Sen
ate, to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives of Congress, and to the Iowa Mem
bers of the United States Senate and the Iowa 
Members of the House of Representatives of 
Congress. 

TRANSPORTATION OF ALCOHOLIC-BEV
ERAGE ADVERTISING IN INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE-PETITION 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, I have 
received from Mrs. Walter Hall, 8 Oak 

Street, Salem, N.J., a letter, dated April 
11, 1947, the body of which reads as 
follows: 

We are sending petitions signed by 395 
voters who ask your support for Capper bill 
(S. 265). 

Please present these petitions to the Sen
ate a.nd have them inserted in the CoNGRE&-_ 
SIONAL RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent to present 
the petition for appropriate reference 
and printfng in the RECORD without the 
signatures attached thereto. 

There being no objection, the petition 
was received, referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
without the signatures atta-ched thereto, 
as follows: 
To Han. ALEERT W. HAWKES: 

We respectfully request that you use your 
in:tiuence and vote for the passage of S. 265, 
a bill to prohibit the transportation of 
alcoholic-beverage advertising in interstate 
commerce and the broadcasting of alcoholic
beverage advertising over the radio. The 
most pernicious e1Tect of this advertising is 
the constant invitation and enticement to 
drink. The American people spent $7,770,-
000,000 for alcoholic beverages in 1946. as 
compared with $3,700,000,000 in 1942. During 
the same period thexe was a corresponding 
increase each year in crime. There is every 
reason why this expenditure should not be 
increased, but decreased. 

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

S. 245. A bill to amend the Federal Farm 
Mortgage Corporation Act to provide a sec
ondary market for farm loans made under 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 101); and 

S. 338. A bill to amend the Plant Quaran
tine Act, approved August 20, 1912, as 
amended, by adding thereto a new section; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 102). 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were in
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. CAIN: 
S. 1114. A bill to amend section 26, title 

I, chapter 1, of the act entitled "An act mak
ing further provision for a civil government 
for Alaska, and for other purposes," ap
proved June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 321), as 
amended by the act of May 31, 1938 (52 Stat. 
588); to the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. BUSHFIELD: 
S. 1115. A bill authorizing the issuance of 

a patent in fee.to Vincent Bad Wound; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. GURNEY: 
S. 1116. A bill to provide a limitation on 

the construction of family quarters for the 
Army and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TAFT: • 
S. 1117. A bill to amend the act of June 

22, 1936, so as to permit the construction of 
public works on the Great Lakes for pur
poses of :flood control, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

(Mr. McKELLAR introduced Senate bill 
1118, to repeal the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 
and to provide for the exercise by the War 
Department of all powers and functions re
lating to atomic energy, which was refer»ed 

to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
and appears under a separate heading.) 

By 1\lr. THYE: 
S. J. Res. 101. Joint resolution to authorize 

the Postmaster General to withhold the 
awarding of star-route contracts for a period 
of 45 days; to the Committee on Civil Service. 

ATOMIC ENERGY 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill to repeal the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 and to pro
vide for the exercise by the War Depart
ment of all powers and functions relat
ing to atomic energy. 

I now read into the RECORD today an 
excerpt from the RECORD as it appeared 
in the House of Monday last. I want the 
Senators who are present to hear it. 

PEttMISSION To ADDltESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous. 

consent to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKE!!.. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There wa~ no objection. · 
DAVID LILIENTHAL TO HmE DAUGHTER 

Mr. BusBEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call at
tention to a brief but important fact. Nancy 
Lilienthal, an active and sympathetic pro
Communist leader of the · United States 
Workers' Local 10, in the Department of 
Labor, which local has been actively opposing 
the President's loyalty program, is about to 
leave the Department of Labor to work pri
vately on confidential matters with her 
father, David Lilienthal, the newly appointed 
head of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

I~ this connection, the following portion 
of an article which appeared in the February 
1947 issue of Plain Talk should be of interest: 

"His daughter, Nancy, an employee of the 
Department of Labor and a member of the 
United Public Workers, a Communist-domi
nated union, only recently displayed her 
strong pro-Soviet attitude. At the begin
ning of December 1946, at a meeting of her 
local, a proposal had been made to endorse 
the resolution of the Atlantic City CIO con
vention condemning communism. The fight 
against the endorsement was led, with suc
cess, by Nancy Lilienthal. It may be that 
Nancy's outlook had been conditioned not 
by her father, but by her mother. For Mrs. 
Lilienthal is reliably reported to have be
longed in the middle thirties to several 
'front' organizations." 

I sincerely trust for the future security of 
the United States that Preaident Truman 
wm see that all employees of the Atomic 
En~rgy Commission are investigated by a 
competent board to determine their loyalty. 

After all, it is a privilege to be an em
ployee of our Federal Government, and not 
a right. 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BusBEY. I will be glad to yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. Cox. I would like to make the obser
vation that the appointment of Mr. Lilien
thal to the Atomic Energy Commission is 
one thing that only God himself can explain. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. BusBEY] has expired . 

In the next place I want to read an 
article by a distinguished writer in this 
morning's Washington Times-Herald. I 
want to read it because it is of such 
ability and importance. 

CAPITOL STUFF 

(By John O'Donnell) 
Yesterday's issue of . the CONGRESSIONAL 

RECORD (p. 3351) reports a significant and 
penetrating indication of how the world 
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wags among our lawmakers on Capitol Hill 
in this atomic age. Representative· FRED E. 
BusBEY, of Chicago, Republican, and a Regu
lar Army overseas veteran of World War I 
got the nod from Speaker MARTIN, of Massa
chusetts, and spoke as follows: 

''Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call 
attention to a brief but important fact. 
Nancy Lilienthal, an active and sympathetic 
pro-Communist leader of the United States 
Workers• Local 10, in the Department of 
Labor , which local has been actively oppos
ing the President's loyalty program, is about 
to leave the Department of Labor to work 
privately on oonfidential matters with ller 
father, David Lilienthal, the newly appointed 
bead of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

"In this connection the following portion 
of an article which appeared in the February 
1947 issue of Plain Talk should be of in
terest : 

"'His daughter, Nancy, an employee of the 
Department <>f Labor and a member of the 
United Public Workers, a Communist-domi
nated union, only recently displayed her 
strong pro-Soviet attitude. At the begin
ning of December 1946, at a meeting of hl!r 
local, .a proposal bad been made to indorse 
the resolution of the Atlantic City CIO con
vention condemning communism. 

" 'The tight against the indorsement was 
led, with success, by Nancy Lilienthal. It 
may be that Nancy's outlook had been con
ditioned not by her father, but by her 
mother. For .Mrs. Lill~thal is reliably re
ported t n have belonged in the middle thir
ties to :several -front organizations.' 

"I sincerely trust for the future security 
of the United States that President Truman 
will see that all employees of the Atomic En- · 
ergy Gomm.isslon are investigated by a com
p~tent board to determine their loyalty. 

"After all, tt is a privilege to be an em
i>loyee of our Federal Gove~ent, and not 
a right. 

"Mr. Cox (Democrat, of Geotgia). Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

"Hr. BusBEY. l will be glad to yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia. 

"Mr. Cox. I would like to make the obser
vation that the appointment of Mr ~ Lilien
thal to the Atomic Energy Commlssion is 
one thing that only God Himself can ex
plain." 

The blast in the House, it may be noted, 
came the week after the Senate, following 
bitter and savage wrangling, bad confirmed 
Lilienthal's nomination by a vote of 50 to 
81. There will 'be more of these uproars. 
They wUl increase in violence as our rela
tions with Moscow worsen. 

The net -result, damaging of course to the 
morale of the Nation, is that the confidence 
of Americans in the one man to whom ls 
entrusted the greatest war secret in the his
tory of the world will be sapped. 

Truman, of COUI'Se, pulled one of the biggest 
boners when he sent the name of Lilien
thal to the Senate. Lilienthal wounded him
self and the men who had battled with hlm 
for TVA and everything that TVA stood for, 
when he permi tted his name to be considered. 

Six months hence, it'.s an even money ' shot 
that Lilienthal will have quit his post or 
stubbornly, and, to the detriment of na
tional security, will be 'defending himself 
against Communist charges even more vio
lent than those already in the record. 

And the most devastating, from the stand
point of the Nation, will be the charges that 
never get into print or never are heard over 
the air waves. 

The national caliber of the Senaturs who 
voted against Lilienthal on the grounds that 
when it came to protecting the atom secret 
he d id not have the confidence of a Nation 
behind him, was impressive. Party lines were 
kicked out the windmy. 

Voting against Lilienthal were such Demo
crats as Byrd. of Virginia~ and the veteran 
McCarran, of Nevada, lining up with Ohio's 

Republican Bricker, Governor Dewey's run
ning mate in '44, and Ohio's other Presiden
tial aspirant, Taft. 

They simply didn't want Lilienthal be
cause they figured the Nation-unjustly per
haps-was worried when it came to the atom 
bomb secret and had sent out tbe call, "Put 
only Americans on guard tonight." 

These would have taken, gladly, a military 
hero-a MacArthur, Nimitz, King, Eisen
hower, Bradley; or Marine Corps heroes Van
dergrift or Holcomb or Spaatz of the Air 
Corps, or such civilians as former Senator 
Bob La Follette, Barney Baruch or New York'~ 
Bob Moses-but they didn't want anybody 
who had even been scented, however inno
cently, with the aroma of Moscow. 

And, writes one acute and observant citi
zen, after watching the atom bomb hysteria 
on. Capitol Hill: 

"Truman is playing a smart game to win 
in 1948 but a losing game for America, which 
has few champions. His advJsers are of two 
sorts; the Politburo showing him how to use 
world politics to win tn 1948; professional 
military experts who lack political, historical 
and social knowledge or sense. 

"The latter do not realize that the Ameri
can war machine, actual and potential, can 
only destroy. It can't build. And capitalist 
America cannot win a war of destruction. 
The Pentagon crowd are dumb eno~h. like 
their German prototypes, to suppose the 
world's best machine can <lictate a world to 
our liking." 

I also read two editorials from the 
Knoxville (Tenn.) Journal of April 14 
and 15. 1947: · 
WHtt.E MR. LILIENTHAL ESCHEWS ANY OONNEC• 

TION WITH POLITtCS, POLITICAL PLUKS SHOW 
S'l"RANGE AFFINITY FOil B:Il\1 

Mr. Ltuenthal's bid for the chatrmansblp 
of the Atomic Energy Commission resulted, 
naturally, in his qualifieations eomln~ under 
much greater public scrutiny than those of 
his colleagues . 

We were greatly interested, therefore, ln 
the views of the editor of a well-lrnown "Iowa 
newspaper a'S to the member of the Commis
sion from that State, Mr. William W. WaY
mack, especially since he was nominated by 
the President, if not at the suggestion of 
Mr. Lilienthal, then at least with his con
sent. 

Mr: Waymack has an extended <recont on a 
variety of public boards and civic agencies, 
as listed in Who's Who, but what interested 
us was the emphasis which this editor from 
Iowa placed on his pro-Russian bent of 
mind. 

This, our lnformant asserts, is plainly 
shown by an almost co..ntinuous How of edi
torials and articles ln the Des Moines Regls
ter and Tribune favorable to Russia or tn 
justification of one or another of the Russian 
attitudes or positions. Mr. Waymack has for 
many years occupied a powerful position In 
the editorial councils of the Des Moines news
paper and, presumably, its affiliated publica
tions, one of which is Look. That magazine, 
some readers will recall , sponsored and of 
course financed the well-advertised safari of 
Elliott Roosevelt to the Kremlin, a journey 
which was productive of a considerable con
troversy as to the extent to which Elliott had 
belittled the foreign policies of his own 
country. 

We would not be misunderstood. We do 
not assert, nor did our informant charge, 
that Mt'. Waymack, as Chairman Lilienthal's 
colleague, is a Communist or tha,t his essen
tial loyalty to his own country !is ques
tioned. What our informant believed, and 
what will occur to most of us, is that the 
Commissioner bas that soft viewpoint to
ward Russia and almost n"€cessarily toward 
communism that was objected to by many 
Senators 1n Mr. Lilienthal and is regal'ded 
by man,y of us as a threat to national se
curity when tound ·in men in bigh places. 

In this connection It will also be noted 
that the selection of Mr. Waymack as a nom
inee to the Commission marked another of 
those astute political moves by which. Mr. 
Lilienthal has won to a position of interna
tional prominence. (We .have asserted re
peatedly that with the single exception of 
the late Mr. Roosevelt, Mr. Lilienthal is the 
greatest politician of our age.) 

Mr. Waymack, as noted, is an outstanding 
Iowan. So, too, by a strange coincidence, is 
Senator Botmx:E HICKENLOOPER, formerly 
Governor of Iowa and chairman of the Sen
ate Atomic Energy Committee before which 
the Lilienthal hearings were held. We do 
not suggest that Senator HICKENLOOPER got 
his chairmanship as a result of Mr. Way
mack's aspirations to the AEC, but it is a 
definite probability that Mr. Waymack got 
his nomination on the ground that Senator 
HICKENLOOPER would almost certainly be 
friendly to Lilienthal because of his previous 
association ·with Waymack back in Iowa. 

Nor did Mr. Waymack have to rely on pure 
friendship or the fact he and the Senator 
are from the same State. Senator HICKEN
LOOPER would naturally have been predis
posed toward Mr. Waymack, not primarily 
as the candidate of Mr. Lilienthal but of the 
Des Moines Register and Tribune, which Js 
a monopolistic newspaper combination in 
position to be remarkably helpful to any 
political candidate, includplg one running 
for the Senate. 

The chain of mutual aid could be outlined, 
therefore, thus: 

If Lilienthal placed Waymack on this im
portant board, Waymack was in position to 
insure a warm reception from HICKENLOOPER, 
who in turn could expect to command the 
cordial support of the Des Moines papers. 
It's quite a pretty piece of political plan
ning, although, as Mr. Lilienthal says. he 
will have nothing to do with politics. 

These are things that can't be proved. 
They would be dismissed by Mr. Lilienthal 
as pure speculation. Nonetheless, the story 
is there in the pattern of human and po
litical relationships for anyone to read who 
cares to. · 

ASSOCIATED PRESs ON SUNDA. Y OFFERED TYPICAL 
EXAMPLE OF PROPAGANDA TECHNIQUES OF ALL 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 
On Sunday the Knoxville Journal published 

a piece of TV A propaganda whicb proVides a 
typical example of the way in which the 
agency, with the cooperation of not only the 
Associated Press but other national press 
associations, does a continuous selling job on 
the American people. 

The story started out with a recital 0f ob
servations on TV A operation b:y the General 
Accounti1:ig Oillce which were, in themselves, 
legitimate, though 'the same press association 
had carried a straight news story on the GAO 
report one day last week. 

Reading down a few paragraphs, however, 
it became clear that the design of the piece 
was twofold, first, to emphasize what the 
TVA cult believed to be favorable in the r; 
port and, second, to hand out some propa
ganda against several recommendations of 
the GAO which the same cult believes would 
reduce TVA's independence of Congress. 

In order to accomplish this result, Associ
ated Press editors permitted their writer to 
introduce that ubiquitous character known 
as "a Senate friend of TVA-who asked that 
his name not be used-" and from the mo
ment he entered the story the old propa
ganda blowgun really got a working out. 
This technique, in a press service so notori
ously insistent upon "seeing the body" before 
permitting a factual story to be carried on 
its w_ires, occurs to anyone who analyzes it 
as being most remarkable. What it really 
shows is the efficiency with which the TV A 
"liberals" and those employed by the AP and 
other press '8.SSOcia'tions work in selling any 
program of mutual interest. The Associated 
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Press would definitely, and properly, decline 
to carry a story reporting the death of this 
"Seu ate friend" unless an authorized au
thority, such as the police, could be quoted, 

. yet its editors h ave no hesitancy in feeding 
. through the machines propaganda that 
might easily contribute to national conse
quences much more serious, in the eyes of 
some of us at least, than the death of old 
"Senate friend." 

So much for the te.chnique of propaganda, 
this example of which is worth the study of 
anybody interested in this sort of thing. 
There was one opinion expressed by the 
"Senate friend" that is good enough, from 
a standpoint of being 14-carat fallacy, which 
certainly deserves comment here and preser
vation in anybody's album of remarkable 
viewpoints. 

The General Accounting Office's report in
cluded the recommendation that follows: 

That TVA be required to pay 2% percent 
interest on the entire Government invest
ment in its power activities. 

This would mean an interest charge of ten 
m1llions per year on the Authority's alloca
tion for power from the total investment 
since its establishment. The news story un
der discussion forecast a total repayment by 
June 30 of thirty millions since 1933. · 

What was the attitude of "Senate friend" 
toward the recommendation that TVA pay 
interest on. its investment? This is one for 
the book. He is quoted in the second person 
as follows: 

"The Senator commented that the Govern
ment-under such arrangement-would be 
paying interest to itself since TVA is entirely 
Government-owned and operated." 

We submit that no man with little enough 
understanding to make a statement like that 
bas any right to a seat in the Senate, much 
less to be quoted anonymously by a great 
news service such as the Associated Press. 

"The Government would be paying inter
est to itself," he says. 

And where does the Government get this 
money? We didn't know our Government, 
or any other Government for that matter, 
had any money. Of course, it can get money, 
but by only one method-that is taxing the 
people. When "Senate friend," therefore, or 

. any other advocate of socializing the country 
talks about the Government's money, you 
simply have to know that he's talking about 

· the tax money in the taxpayer's pocket. 
· In the present instance, "Senate friend" Is 
. simply ignoring the fact that while TV A is 
. paying no interest to the Government, the 

Government in turn is paying interest on 
· the more than $700,000,000 borrowed from 
the people and invested in TV A. 

One. of the troubles with the country right 
now is the fact that so many people, includ
Ing old "Senate friend" subscribe to the falla
cy that so long as the Government is spending 
money nothing really costs anything. This 
is a favorite New Deal theory, heavily sold by 
Roosevelt and his associates, that ·it makes 
no dUference what the Government owes be
cause we simply owe ourselves. It is because 

. so many legislators share "Senate friend's" 
belief that the President had the nerve to 
propose a budget of $37,000,000,000, and it Is 
also because of this belief that Americans are 
paying the highest peacetime taxes In 

. history. 

I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD two radio broad

-casts on the subject of the nomination of 
David · E. Lilienthal by Fulton Lewis
one April 3 and the other April 4, 1947. 

There being no objection, the radio 
broadcasts were ordered to be printed in 
the RJ:CORD, as follows: 

FULTON LEWIS' RADIO BROADCAST, TH~SDAY, 
APRIL 3, 1947 

The Senate late this afternoon voted down 
the first open attempt to block the nomina-

tlon of Mr. David E. LUienthal by a vote of 
52 to 38. It was a motion by Senator BRICKER, 
of Ohio, to send the Lilienthal nomination 
back to committee for further consideration, 
and presumably it was a test of present 
Senate strength. 

Eighteen Republicans voted with 34 Demo
crats to support Mr. Lilienthal, while 7 Demo
crats and 31 Republicans votec against him. 
If the present balance of votes remains in
tact, it means that the Lilienthal nomina
tion wil be approved by the Senate when the 
final show-down comes, possibly some time 
next week. 

· In the meantime, however, I promised you 
last night that beginning this eve~ing I 
would try to present to you some facts about 
Mr. Lilienthal's career with the Tennessee 
Valley Authority so that you might have 
something more than the idle generalities 
that are current as a basis for making up 
your own mind on the subject of his desir
ability for this job; and having so promised, 
we'll go through with It, In spite of the Sen
ate action this afternoon. And, I might add, 
because of the nature of this report tonight, 
it will not be interrupted for · any middle 
announcement. 

Ih the course of this discussion of Mr. 
Lilienthal's nomination there. have been 
many charges hurled against him and ma~y 
defenses presented on his side. As I ob
served to you last night, he has l:;leen charged 
with being a Communist or a Communist 
sympathizer, on the one hand, and he bas 
been championed as a great and able admin
istrator who has done a wonderful job of 
running the Tennessee Valley Authority. on 
the other hand, and, frankly, there has been 
an abysmal lack of proof or substantiation 
in support of either declaration. 

Mr. Lilienthal has been nominated by 
President Truman as head of the Atomic 
Energy Control Commission, a jo~ in which 
be will hold tremendous power over the fu
ture welfare and the future economics and 
the future safety of the United States. The 
whole atomic-energy question will be in the 
hands of that Commission-the military, the 
commercial, the production, the policy to 
be followed. That Commission will have 
complete control, and because of the tre
mendous future implications, these discus
sions in Congress over Mr. L111enthal have 
taken place. It becomes a matter of real im
portance what sort of a person he is; what 
are his philosophies of government, and eco
nomics, and society, and politics. It is not 
merely a · matter of his alleged ability as 
Administrator of the TV A; it also i :- a matter 
of bow he thinks and what he thinks. Is 
be a part of the reactionary clique which 
believes that labor should be exploited like 
slaves for the enrichment of a few? Is he 
a middle-of-the-road , normal American, who 
believes in the profit motive and free enter
pri!!e and the American way of doing busi
ne!!s as we have always known it as a nation? 
Or, i!! he a member of the clique on the left, 
which believes in Government ownership and 
paternalism, and the socialization of indus
try-the group that is oppo!!ed to private en
terprise and disapprove!! of the pr9fit of the 
profit system which we have always bad, and 
would like to change that? 

Those are three different points of view, 
and it's a matter of interest. certainly, just 
where Mr. Lilienthal stands, as between those 
points of view, when it comes to his qualift
cations and his desirability, as the chairman 
of this Commission for the Control of Atomic 
Energy, which may r~volutionize the world of 
tomorrow. or may destroy the world of to
morrow. It's a matter of importance just 
what his philo!)ophies are, along those lines. 

As to whether Mr. Lilienthal really did or 
did not do a great job, as head of the TV A, we 
can leave that to some other discussion. 
There is a wide division of opinion on the 
subject, in the public mind. Mr. Lilienthal 
was given the job of runn.ing a Government 

hydroelectric power project in Tennessee, 
which was to produce electricity for the 
public at a cheaper rate than the private con
cerns which had been producing that elec
tricity, and it is on that score that the 
claim is made that he did a great job. There 
have be~n reductions in the electric power 
rates in the area served by TVA, that is true. 
Whether the savings in thosa elect ricity bills 
is enough to justify the $733,000,000 worth of 
appropriations · and advances which Mr. 
Lilienthal has gotten from the Federal 
Treasury, with a total of $22,000,000 paid 
back into the Treasury by TV A as the Gov
ernment's return, is a question that hardly 
can be settled in this broadcast here tonight, 
and I'm not going to try. That is a net in
vestment of about $711,000,000, and page 
1006 of the President's Budget for the present 
year request s an appropriation of another 
$27,000,000 to finance the TVA for the coming 
year. 

There are side activities of the TVA how
ever, in which I think you may be interested, 
and about which I want to report to ~ou to
night. Sentor WILLIAMs, of Delaware, has 

· mentioned some of these activities, and on 
the strength of what he said, I have done 
some further investigations; and inasmuch 
as they are activities about which I'm sure 
that you t11e public are totally unaware, they 
seem to be worth attention. 

And everything I tell you from here on
except where I specifically state otherwise
is taken from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, or 
the President's own budget message to Con
gress, or official reports of the Comptroller 
General of t he United States, or the official 
reports of the TVA itself. 

In 1934, the records show, Mr. Lilienthal 
and his two fellow members of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority board, Mr. Arthur E. Morgan 
and Mr. Harcourt Morgan, undertook to set 
up a cooperative known as the Tennessee 
Valley Associated Cooperatives, with a 
charter under the laws of the State of Ten
nessee. 

President Truman states in his budget 
message-and it is also stated in others of 
these documents-that the three individuals 
acted· a~ .private citizens in setting up this 
organization, although the corporation was 
listed as belonging to the United States Gov
ernment. It was financed by a grant of 
$300,000 in Government relief funds , pro
vided by the old FERA, the· Federal Emer
gency Relief Administration under Mr. Harry 
Hopkins. $1,000 of which was for capital stock 

. all of which was owned by the Federal Gov
ernment, and the other $299,000 being listed 
as capital surplus. · 

Despite the fact that it was owned by the 
United States Government, however, the 
charter provided that Mr. LUienthal and the 
two Morgans were to have control over it. 
In fact, the charter went so far as to state 
that the board of directors shall exercise all 
of the powers of the corporation, and shall 
reappoint themselves or their successors, as 
directors. 

This corporation still is in existence, and 
President Truman made it the subject of a 
special mention in his annual budget mes
. sage to Congress on page 997. In fact , he 
asked for an appropriation of $2,500 for the 
coming fiscal year to pay the administrative 
expenses of it . 

The $300,000 of original capital now has 
dwindled to $186,000 according to the Budget 
figures. 

The charter shows, and it is set forth else
where in the~e documents, that the purpose 
of the TVAC, thus established by Mr. Lilien
thal, was to promote the organization of co
operatives in the Tennessee Valley area; and 
the charter gives the TVAC the authority to 
engage in any and every conceivable form of 
business or business enterprise, and to do 
business not only in the Tennessee Valley 
area, or in the United States, but in any other 
countries of the world. 
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Senator WILLIAMS told the Senate that TVA 

itself is sponsoring some 175 cooperatives· 1n 
that area, and it is a matter of record in 
various places that the TV AC-this Govern
ment-owned cooperative started by Mr. 
Lilienthal-actually organized at least nine 
of them, and perhaps many more. These nine 
are the only ones of which there is any par
ticular record . 

The record also shows that when the Comp
troller General of the United States at
tempted to make an audit of the books of 
the TVAC, he received a letter from the 
TV AC refusing to permit him to do so. I 
quote the letter: 

"Because of the fact that these funds were 
granted by the Federal Emergency Relief Ad
ministration to the State of Tennessee, and 
by the State of Tennessee to the Tennessee 
Valley Associated Cooperatives, and because 
no money has been put into the organization 
directly by the United States, we feel thnt 
this organization is not subject to the usual 
regulations affecting Government depart
ments." 

According to Senator FERGusoN, of Michi
gan, the records show that Mr. Lilienthal and 
the Morgans actually initiated the request 
by the State of Tennessee for the $300,000 
of relief money for the purpose of setting up 
this cooperative and of course the coopera
tive is a Government-owned corporation, 
with a budget item requested in appropria
tion b1lls, the Treasury Department admit
ting that it holds the complete stock in this 
TVAC. 

On page 997 of the President annual 
budget message to Congress, delivered in 
January, is the following sentence--and re
member, this is the President of the United 
States speaking: 

"No act of Congress, or Executive order, or 
Federal statute specifically authorized the 
creation of the Tennessee Valley Associated 
Cooperatives, Inc." 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States, in a report last May 1, made the 
same identical statement in the same ·words. 

Now, to sum up what we ·have thus far: 
We have Mr. Lll1enthal and the two Mor

gans, as private citizens, setting up this 
Tennessee Valley Associated Cooperatives 
financed with $300,000 of Government relief 
funds, to sponsor . the formation of other 
cooperatives in the Tennessee Valley area, 
wherein 175 have sprung up which are di-

. rectly sponsored by the TVA itself or the 
TVAC; the control of that corporation, al
though the Government owns it and although 
Congress is being asked to appropriate money 
to pay its expenses of operation, is entirely 
and completely in the control of Mr. L111en
thal and the two Morgans, or those other 
private individuals to whom, under the char
ter, they have assigned their powers of con
trol. The Comptroller General is told that 
he cannot go into the books pf the coopera
tive, although the GoTernment owns it; and 
both the President of the United States and 
the Comptroller General say that there is no 
act of Congress, no statute, and no Executive 
order that ever specifically authorized the 
setting up of this Government-owned but 
privately controlled cooperative. 

Now, that is about all we have time for 
tonight. We'll pick up again tomorrow 
night, with some information on some of 
these cooperatives which have been organized 
under the tender sponsorship of Mr. Lilien
thal and his TV A and his TV AC. Of course, 
the simple fact is that the promoting of co
operatives is not in the slightest objection
able in itself . . It all depends on what these 
cooperatives are, that they have been.set up, 
whether they are good or bad ones; if they're 
good, that is fine, if they're not, that's some
thing else. 

It all depends on how they are operating 
in competition with private enterprise; what 
the TVA, under Mr. Lilienthal, was doing 
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with them, 1n their competition with private 
enterprise. And these little details, we'll get 
into tomorrow evening. 

FULTON LEWIS' RADIO BROADCAST, FRIDAY, APRIL 
4, 1947 

Tonight, ladies and gentlemen, I want to 
pick up where I left off last night, in report
ing to you some of the activities and policies 
of Mr. David E. Lilienthal, in his operation 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority-the 
famous TVA .. 

As I told you last night, in my introduc
tion to these reports, there has been bitter 
controversy in the Senate, in debate on Mr. 
Lilienthal's nomination as head of the Atomic 
Energy Control Commission, as to just what 
he stands for, and just what his political and 
social philosophies are. On the one hand he 
has been called a Communist; on the other, 
he is acclaimed as having done a great job 
as TVA Administrator-and tto one seems to 
have produced any supporting evidence on 
either side of the picture. Therefore, it 
seems helpful to get a little factual informa
tion, and that's the reason for this broadcast. 

As I pointed out to you before, the average 
individual seems to have a conception of 
TVA as a Government power project de
signed to give cheaper electricity to the peo
ple of the TV A area. Whether it actually has 
succeeded in doing that is a very contro
versial question, but what . the public does 
not seem to know is that there are a great 
many other activities which the TVA and Mr. 
Lilienthal personally conducted along with 
the TV A power project which throw some 
light on the mental and philosophical ap
proach of this very controversial gentleman. 

Last night I reported to you on the subject 
of an organization which Mr. Lilienthal and 
his two fellow members of the TVA organized 
with Government money. To recapitulate 
briefly, this was what we found: 

In January 1934, Mr. Lil1enthal and his two 
fellow members of the TV A Board set up a 
coore:-ative corporation under the laws of 
the State of T~nnessee, called the Tennessee 
Valley Associated Cooperatives-the avowed 
purpose of which was to promote the organi
zation of various localized cooperatives 
throughout the Tennessee Valley area. It 
was a sort of master cooperative which could 
do business in ·any line of business or indus
try anywhere in the United States or any 
country ln the world, and which could 
finance, by gifts or loans, these local coopera
tives, aftel\ they were organized. 

The President of the United States and the 
Comptroller General and the Attorney Gen
eral and the -legal adviser for the TVA itself 
are on the record as stating that there is 
no act of Congress, statute, or Executive 
order authorizing the setting up of this 
Tennessee Valley Associated Cooperatives. 

The record shows that the cooperative is 
100-percent owned by the United States Gov
ernment, $300,000 of Federal relief money 
having been given to it in 1934 to finance it. 
Despite the fact that it is wholly owned by 
the United States Government, the charter 
provided that it was to be permanently con
trolled by Mr. Lilienthal and the two Morgans 
as individuals-they being instructed to re
appoint themselves to the board of directors, 
or to reappoint such substitutes as they might 
see fit. 

The record shows that in spite of the fact 
that the TV AC was wholly owned by the 
United States Government, it refused to per
mit its books to be audited by the Comp
troller General of the United States until 
Congressional legislation was enacted, re
quiring that such audits be made. The 
present audit, contained in President Tru
man's budget message to Congress for this 
year, shows that the $300,000 of original 
funds now has dwindled to $186,000, and the 
President's budget requests an approprla-

tion from the Treasury of $2,500 for operat
ing expenses for the coming year. 

Now, in addition to this super coopera
tive, the annual reports of the TV A and 
other records show that the TVA itself, 
as such, has also been active in the promo
tion of cooperatives. In fact, I might react 
you a line or two from the last annual 
report of the TV A: 

"In the interests of carrying out the broad 
objectives or resource development, the 
TVA, through a small staff, has encouraged 
the activities of cooperating associations. 
Cooperatives are an important factor in 

·attaining, at a minimum of cost, the appli-
cation of soil minerals and readjusted farm
ing methods, in order that the broad objec
tives of land and water conservation may be 
attained." 

As a matter of fact, the Comptroller Gen
eral's reports show that TVA actually gave 
to this TV AC-this super cooperative, some 
$58,000 in just two years-in addition to the 
original three hundred- thousand which that 
outfit got from relief money. Also, they pro
vided personnel to help operate the TVAC. 
The record also shows that this Tennessee 
Valley Authority had so-called farm extension 
workers all through the areas of the Ten
nessee Valley watershed, helping in the co
operative movement. 
· So, to boil it down to a simple proposition, 

aside from the · electricity producing func
tion of TV A, it was busily engaged under 
Mr. L1lienthal in the promotion of Cooper
atives-not only directly, but also through 
the super-cooperative, the TVAC, which Mr. 
Lilienthal and his two companions had set 
up. 

The fact is that this same report by the 
TVA itself boasts that many of the .cooper
ative groups which it spawned, have incor
porated as cooperatives, and "have expanded 
into other activities as needed." It then 
goes on to say that as of last year, an in
complete survey showed that TV A has re
lationships with some 175 of these organ-
izations. · 

. Now, in and of itself, the promoting and 
sponsoring of 175 or more cooperatives 1n 
a given area is not in the silghtest objection
able; in fact, it may be a very commendable 
accomplishment. There is nothing wrong 
with cooperatives, as such, as I've called to . 
your attention over this microphone before. 
The question is, what sort of cooperatives 
they were--whether they were good ones or 
bad ones-whether they have an unfair ad
vantage over the private enterprise that 
exists in that particular area and is paying 
the taxes which provide the appropriations 
by Congress, to keep Mr. Lilienthal's TVA 
in operation. This year, TVA is requesting 
an appropriation of 27 mlllion dollars. 

Senator WILLIAMS, of TJelaware, told the 
Senate a week ago that he had personally 
investigated four of them, picked at random, 
without the slightest advance knowledge of 
any details about any of the four. He told 
the Senate that he found that in three cases 
of the four, the incorporators were not back
ward farmers in the Tennessee Valley area, 
but actually were employees of the TVA 
drawing regular salaries from the TVA. 

But go back to the TVA's own annual re
port for this year. By way of giving an ex
ample of what has been done in this field 
of organizing cooperatives, the report has 
the subtitle, "Example in Virginia," and it 
exolains that the name of this organization 
is the Southwest Virginia Cooperative, which 
is a federation of local county cooperatives. 

The report says that the cooperative 
handled certain quantities of fertilizer, and 
that at the close of the first year, it is "lay
ing plans to extend its activities to the 
handling of feed and is considering other 
possible activities for the benefit of its mem
bers." 
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Now, in the course of trying to get. to the 

grass roots of Mr. Lilienthal's cooperatives, 
and what· sort of cooperatives they are and 
how they function, I wanted to trace down 
a few individual cases, and inasmuch as 
this is the example that the TVA itself offers 
as its prize exhibit, I thought the fairest 
and simplest thing to do was to look into 
this one. Therefore I called the head of 
the Southwest Virginia Cooperative, the 
headquarters of which are at Lebanon, Va.
his name is Bryce Connally-and I inter
viewed him. I have a verbatim record of 
that interview; so we'll let him tell the story. 

He said that he is a sort of wholesale co
operative; he has 11 members, each oj. them 
a local county cooperative in southwest Vir
ginia, and they are the sole stockholders. each 
having put in $1 ,000 capital. · 

He said that he buys fertilizer from the 
TV A and from other sources, and he sells it 
to the 11 local cooperatives which are his 
members, and tbey, in turn, sell it to the 
farmers. • 

He said that his cooperative made a little 
money last year-that the difference between 
what he paid for the fertilizer and the 
amount he received for it from the local dis
tributors, less, of course, his expenses of 
operation-amounted to about $7,800. Please 
remember that figure-$7,800. 

Now, Mr. Connally revealed that in addi
tion to that regular businea& as a sort of 
wholesaler of fertilizer, his cooperative also 
receives free fertilizer from the TVA, which 
it passes along to the local member cooper· 
atives, which they in turn pass along to the 
farmers. Mr. Connally's organization gets 
50 cents for each ton of fertllizer so handled, 
and the local distributing cooperatives get an 
additio:o.al dollar. The farmer gets the fer
tllizer for $1.50, plus shipping costs from 
TVA's fertilizer plant, which stands the 
farmer a total of approximately $5 to $6 a 
ton. The same grade of fertllizer, commer
cially, costs the farmer $54 a ton, delivered. 

I asked Mr. Connally how much of th!s 
free fertilizer he has handled from TV A as 
compared with the fertilizer he has bri>Ught· 
from TV A and he said that his cooperative 
has handled about 2,200 tons of this TV A 
fertilizer for which they have paid the com
mercial price, and they have received and 
distributed something in excess of 3,400 tons 
of the free fertilizer. · 

The records introduced in th3 Senate show 
that last year the TVA gave away more than 
$2,000,000 .10rth of this particular fertilizer 
to farmers throughout the TV A area through 
these cooperatives on the grounds of tests 
and experimentations. The particular fer
tilizer in question has been in standard pro
duction and use by American farmers since 
1907. 

Getting back to the $7,800 which Mr. 
Connally's cooperative had on hand at the 
end of last year's operation-! asked him 
whether any corporation income tax had been 
paid on that. His reply was that no income 
tax has been paid; that his organization 
has made an application for exemption from 
corporation income tax on the basis that 
they are a cooperative. 

The United States Treasury states that the 
corporation income tax on $7,800 profits for 
a given year would be approximately $1,600. 

Mr. Connally said that various private en
terprise distributors of fertilizer were doing 
business in the same area, in which his co
operative . bas been functioning, and was 
kind enough to give me the names of some 
of them. I talked, among other people, to 
a Mr. Duncan, of Chillhowie, Va., who is in . 
charge of the Vance Supply Co. fertilizer 
plant there. He said that in times of com
petition it would be en~irely imp~ssible to 
compete with the operatiOns of th1s south
western cooperative with their free fertilizer, 
and that his company last year, a rather large 
company that bas been long in business, in
stead of paying no income tax, made a profit 

of about $45,000, of which it paid $26,000 1n 
taxes to the Government. 

That, of course, is the story of just one 
of these 175 cooperatives which Mr. Lilien
thal's operation ha.s sponsored, but it is the 
story of the one he selected as the sample in 
his annual report, and it's the -story as told 
by the head of that cooperative himself. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I now ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point the bill to repeal 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 and to 
restore the atomic energy proposal to 
the War Department of the Government, 
I have just introduced. . 

There being no objection, the blll 
(S. 1118> to. repeal the Atomic Energy 
Act of !946 and to provide for the exer
cise by the War Department of all 
powers and fpnctions relating to atomic 
energy, introduced by Mr. McKELLAR, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Joint Com_mittee on 
Atomic Energy, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows.: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946 is hereby repealed. 

SEc. 2. The President is authorized and 
directed to transfer to the War Department 
at the earliest possible date all property 
heretofore transferred to the Atomic Energy 
Commission and all other property of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, including all 
books, records, documents, papers, and all 
written or printed matter .of every kind, na
ture, and description in the files of such 
Commission. ' 

SEC. 3. The War Department shall admin
ister the property transferred to it pursuant 
to this act and, for such purposes, shan have 
all the powers and duties with respect to the 
development and production of military 
weapons utilizing fissionable material or 
atomic energy, and with respect to the 
maintenance of secrecy concerning the de
tails of such weapons and the materials and 
processes utilized in the development and 
production thereof, which it had prior to the 
enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary of War is authorized · 
and directed to report to the Congress at the 
earliest practicable date concerning plans for 
the use and control of such materials and 
processes developed in connection with the 
production of military weapons u~ilizing fis
sionable material or atomic energy as may be 
used for civilian purposes. 

SEc. 5. Any person who shall disclose or 
cause the disclosure, or who shall conspire 
with any person to disclose or cause the dis
closure, directly or indirectly, of any infor
mation of any kind which bas not prior to 
the date of enactment of this act been made 
available to the public concerning the pro
duction of fissionable materials or any detail 
of any military weapon utilizing fissionable 
materials or atomic energy or of the develop
ment, manufacture, or production of any 
such military weapon, to any person not en
titled to receive such information, shall be 
guilty of a capital offense and upon convic
tion thereof shall be sentenced to death by 
hanging. 

SEc. 6. The unexpended balances of any 
funds heretofore made available to the 
Atomic Energy Commission are hereby trans
ferred to and shall be available to the War 
Department in carrying out its functions 
under this act, and there are hereby author
ized to be appropriated such additional sums 
as may be necessary for such purposes. 

REDUCTION OF INCOME TAX
AMENDMENT 

Mr. McCARRAN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 
income-tax payments, which was re-

ferred to the Committee on Finance, and 
ordered to be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF CONSTITUTION RE

LATING TO FISCAL MATTER8-AMEND
MENT 

Mr. TYDINGS <for himset: and Mr. 
BRIDGES) submitted an amendment in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the joint resolution <S. J. Res. 61) 
proposing an amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States relating to 
fiscal matters, which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

AID TO GREECE AND TURKEY
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MURRAY submitted two amend
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <S. 938) to provide for as
sistance to Greece and Turkey, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. · 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR KILGORE ON 

LABOR LEGISLATION 
[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the REco&D a statement 
by Senator.KILGORE regarding proposed labor 
legislation, which appears in the AppendiL 1 
CONTRAST BETWEEN DEMOCRACY AND 

COMMUNISM-ARTICLE FROM LABOR'S 
MONTHLY SURVEY 
[Mr. OODGE asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD an article pre
senting the way of life in a democracy as 
contrasted with the way of life of commu
nism, from the March-April Issue of Labor's 
Monthly Survey, which appears in the Ap
pendix.i 

CARE OF THE BLIND IN PENNSYLVANIA 
[Mr: MARTIN asked and obtained leave to 

have printed tn the RECoRD a statement by 
0. E. Day, chief, State Council for the Blind, 
Department of Welfare of Pennsylvania, and 
a statement by Miss S.M. R . O'Hara, dealing 
with the care of the blind in Pennsylvania, 
which appear in the Appendix.l 

JEFFERSON'S AUTHORSHIP OF DECLARA-
TION OF INDEPENDENCE 

[Mr. SMITH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter addressed 
to him by Julian P. Boyd, librarian of Prince
ton University, relating to the discovery of 
a fragment of Jefferson's text of the Decla
ration of Independence, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

MR. VANDENBERG'S ROLE-EpiTORIAL 
FROM THE WASHINGTON STAR 

[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
the Washington Evening Star entitled "Mr. 
VANDENBERG's Role," which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

THE NEWSPRINT SHORTAGE-EDI'J10RIAL 
FROM THE RED OAK (IOWA) EXPRESS 

[Mr. WILSON asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcoRD an editorial en
titled ''Freedom Depends on Paper," from 
the Red Oak (Iowa) Express, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

AID TO GREECE AND TURKEY 

T!le Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 938) to provide for assist
ance t'o Greece and Turkey. 

The PRESIDENT pro tep1pore. Be
fore the Senator ·from Illinois proceeds, 
let the Chair state the parliamentary 
situation. The pending question is a se
ries of 12 amendments offered by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON], 

• 
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which, by order of the Senate, will be 
considered en bloc. Therefore the pend
ing question is the block of amendments 
offered by the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, having 
seen first hand the destruction wrought 
by World War I, having visited Eng
land, France, Belgium, and Germany im
mediately before and after the conclu
sion of World War II, and having care
fully examined several of the concen
tration camps, having had first-hand re
ports and visual evidence of the destruc
tion in other parts of the world caused 
by World War II, I am fully conscious 
of the great need for assistance to un
fol'tunate peoples throughout the world. 

None of the nations, according to au
thentic report, suffered more in physi
cal and mental anguish than did the 
little country of Gree~e. and my sym
pathies go out to the people of Greece 
in this, their great hour of need. 

I am not unlike the vast majority of 
the American people in this regard. His
torically, throughout more than a cen
tury and a half of our progress, we have 
proved to be the most generous, char
itable, and kind-hearted people on the 
face of the earth. No greater demon
stration of this generosity has come to 
my personal attention than our conduct 
at the close of World War I. 

We h~d just conquered the German 
armies in the field, and immediately the 
American people contributed millions of 
dollars' worth of food and clothing, and 
even shipped boatloads of live cattle into 
the heart of Germany to sustain and 
support the bodies of the undernour
ished children of the soldiers of the army 
we had just brought to its knees. At the 
same time, the American people raised 
millions of dollars and sent clothing and 
food to the distressed and starving chil
dren of Armenia who had been the tragic 
victims of the vicious atrocities -of an
other enemy in that war-Turkey. 

We are presently sending food and 
supplies to the heart of the nations we 
have recently conquered in World 
War II. To this noble purpose, I fully 
subscribe. The fact is that there are 
more people hungry, starving, suffer
ing without clothipg and homes; there 
is more hate, suspicion, and fear 
throughout the world at this very hour 
than at any other period in the history 
of mankind. The heart of America goes 
out to these distressed people of the 
e!lrth. But the cold fact also is that the 
full pi·oduction of our fields and fac
tories, if it were devoted in its entirety, 
could not reach them all nor materially 
eliminate their pain and suffering. 

The proposition presently before the 
Congress of the United States is · in part 
th~ supplying of necessities of life and 
the essentials of life to help rehabilitate 
the ancient, historic, and heroic people 
of Greece. To that endeavor, I fully 
subscribe. But that is not all, nor in my 
judgment is it even the larger part, of 
the program to which we are asked to 
give our complete approval. We are 
asked to send not only food and supplies, 
but arms and military and civilian mis
sions to build up the armed strength of 
both Greece and Turkey, and to do this 
·as the sole responsibility of the United 
States of America. This is truly a new 

course in the history of America's 
foreign endeavor. It is being sold to the 
American people as · a new emotional 
crisis, and I know of no other policy that 
is capable of more mischief than for us, 
the greatest free country in the world, to 
undertake this program alone. 

I realize full well that when I oppose 
this gigantic, initial, and individual 
undertaking on the part of the United 
States, I lay myself open, and will be sub
jected to, the same criticism that I re
ceived when I objected to the pouring 
out of American . arms· to the Soviet 
Union during the war, without having 
some definite evidence of their intent 
and desire to subscribe to some of the 
ideals of free people. I realize I will be 
subject to the same criticism that I was 
subjected to when I objected to the pour
ing out of American relief supplies under 
the so-called UNRRA, without some as
surance .that the American people were 
not dissipating their wealth, food, and 
sustenance, to be used to further the 
cause of communism throughout the 
world. I realize I will be subjected to the 
criticism of those who will charge that 
my action now is an evidence of my un
willingness to oppose communism. 

Mr. President, I oppose communism 
with all my heart. I recognize the right 
of the Russian people to follow com
munism, if they so desire, within their 
own territorial limitations. I object to 
their imposing it on other people, or ex
panding their philosophy in our own 
country. I objected to its expansion 
with our help by allowing their agents to 
distribute our relief to advance their 
cause throughout the world. I objected 
to the infiltration of Communist left
wing alien-minded individuals into the 
departments, agencies, and bureaus of 
the Government of the United States, 
prior to and during the recent war. I 
objected when the rule was changed, at 
the outbreak of this war. whereby men 
with former Communist affiliations were . 
allowed to become commissioned officers 
in the Army of the United States. I was 
criticized for my objections then. I con
tinue to oppose communism with all my 
heart. 

Realizing, however, that the few men 
in charge of our National Government 
and its foreign policy were actually ap
peasing and aiding communism a.t home 
and abroad, throughout the war and 
afterward, I was desperately anxious to 
find some means of arriving at a peace 
based upon justice as a reward for the 
terrific suffering and sacrifice of the 
American people. I am one who voted 
with all good faith for the establishment 
of the United Nations organization. I 
believed that, even if in its formative 
stages it was to be no more than the 
meeting ground to organize the con
science of the world, it might serve that 
purpose. Wanting to face the facts, I 
was doubtful as to the possibility of ever 
bringing the Communists of the world 
into any general decent understanding, 
but I felt that this was the organization 
through which we might icrret out, ex
pose, and demonstrate their obstinate 
determination never to cooperate, and 
thereby mobilize through that institu
tion those nations who would band to
gether to advance the cause of peace 

and the rights· of minorities for the lib
erty-loving people of the world. 

I sincerely believe that it was a grave 
mistake for the leaders of our Nation, be
ing in possession of all the facts, to de
lay bringing this matter to the attention 
of the United Nations, and then to use 
that delay as an excuse for taking this 
desperately bold step as an emergenc-y 
measure in a crisis that may lead either 
to war or to the ultimate bankruptcy of 
our country. Mr. President, I believe 
that the steps proposed may provide the 
spark that will lead us into the war which 
the proponents wish to· prevent. With 
all my heart I want peace based upon 
justice. I know of no authentic veteran 

· who does not want peace based upon 
justice. 

I objected during the recent war to the 
constant misleading statements made to 
the American people that we were then 
pouring out our resources, finances, and 
substance to support democratic govern
ments, when, in fact, many of the gov
ernments we assisted had no element of 
democracy in their being·. I object now · 
to calling Greece a democratic country, 
when everyone knows that Greece is 
ruled by a corrupt royal regime. I ob
ject to having the American people told 
now that we are supporting a democratic 
country when we support Turkey, whicl'l 
actually is a tyrannical dictatorship, one 
which enriched itself by trade and other 
alliances with our enemies until the very 
last hour of the recent war. 

I firmly believe that the step now pro
posed i.s only the first step, · and that it 
will start a chain reaction that will drag 
us into c9nstant conflicts around the 
globe. 

During the recent war we sent our 
guns, planes, and military equipment to 
Russia to the tune of $11,000,000,000, and 
to Yugoslavia. Even the Greek guer
rillas, whom we propose to stop today, 
ar~ in large part armed with American 
weapons. We propose now to send Other 
American weapons to compete With 
American weapons already there. We 
propose to send American weapons into 
Turkey to be used with weapons which 
Turkey produced and designed for Ger
many, against which we fought during 
the war, with no assurance based upon 
Turkey's history that she is a dependable 
ally for the future. I object to calling 
these grants of American weapons and 
money loans, for they will in no sense be 
considered as loans and will never be 
repaid. 

We are already being told that the 
next step is to furnish $600,000,000 to 
Korea. We will send American weapons, 
supplies, and personnel into Austria; 
then will come Italy, China, France, and 
Britain again. We will take over the 
policing of the Adriatic, the Aegean, the 
Black, and the Mediterranean Seas. 
Where that will lead America in expend
iture and draining of American resources 
and funds no man can tell. To pretend 
that we are not picking up the defense 
of the life line and the age-old British 
Empire's frontiers to maintain for all 
future time does not change the fact 
that that is exactly what we are propos
ing to do. I object to having the Ameri
can people tak.e over. the British program 
of suppression around the world. 
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To say that the United Nations can, 

by a vote, ask us to withdraw the aid we 
now propose to give is a pious hope, for 
so long as the members of the United 
Nations know that it is our established 
general policy to supply arms, money, 
and military missions throughout the 
world to nations who cry for help, they 
will not shoot Santa Claus, and they 
will never ask us to withdraw. Nor will 
the people of Greece and Turkey ask us 
to withdraw until they decide to take a 
course of their own; and then, having 
weakened ourselves, we may find it nec
essary to send other American missions 
and arms to meet the American arms 
which it is now proposed to distribute 
throughout the world. 

Different pe,rsons arrive at somewhat 
the same conclusions for different rea
sons. There will be and are some who 
oppose the proposed program for rea
sons with which I totally disagree. I 
want no truck with, or part of, com
munism; but I do not believe that we 
can stop it with American dollars abroad 
when we know it has infiltrated even into 
the armed services of our own country, 
and into the bureaus, departments, and 
agencies of our Affierican Government. 
American dollars will not stop such in
sidious infiltration or the expansion of 
communism abroad. In this initial step 
it is proposed to send dollars and sup
plement them with military missions. 
When the presence of QUr military mis~ 
sions is challenged, then we must either 
retreat or supplement them with troops. 
How many combat fronts American will 
be called upon to defend across the face 
of the earth as a result of this action, 
no one can now predict. We may have 
countless Pearl Harbors and subsequent 
tragic experiences around t:P.e world like 
the ones at Bataan and Corregidor. 

I am ready and willing to vote to send 
supplies, surplus food, and clothing, and 
any reasonable amount of financial help 
to any people who will strive to guaran
tee the independence of individual na
tions who recognize and defend human 
rights and personal freedoms, but I do 
not believe in draining the resources of 
the American Nation and her people to 
maintain dictatorial tyrannie~. socialistic 
governments, or monarchies which op
press their people and do not guarantee 
to join us in advancing the freedoms we 
wish so much to defend. 

To supply arms and military missions, 
to create power blocks of various dic
tatorial governments around the world, 
denies the historic ideals that have 
g-uided our destiny thus far and still are 
fhe hope of the human race. 

I still believe that the conscience of 
mankind could be mobilized through the 
mechanism set up in the United Nations. 
At least, we would then know which 
countries are willing to join us now in 
all-out participation to achieve and . 
maintain the high ideals we so tena
ciously support. 

It has been said and will continue to 
be said that any vote on this measure 
except a vote "yea,., will weaken the hand 
of the President of the United States. 
I remind the Senate that the same ar
gument was used when another Presi
dent of the United States, by secret 

agreements, was giving the Soviet Gov
ernment nine-tenths of the Balkans, the 
Kurile Islands, Dairen, Port Arthur, and 
even agreed to give them $20,000,000,000 
worth of reparations from Germany. 
That same argument was used when an
other President was agreeing with the 
Soviet Government to the division of 
little Poland, and at the same time fail
ing to protest Russia's expansion by com
plete subjugation of the Baltic States. 

When the Congress of the United 
States, after full discussions, has by vote 
adopted a national policy, I shall sup
port my country's policy and program, 
but my understanding of true representa
tive government is that men should vote 
their convictions based upon the yard
stick of what is good for their country. 
We have already supplied billions of 
dollars' worth of American arms and 
they are scattered at this hour through
·out the world. We have already bur
dened the future of America and her 
people with a debt of over $258,000,000,-
000. Now, if we, in addition, start this 
global spending and meddling, we will 
not be able to reduce the cost of our 
Government; we will not be able to save 
on military and naval expenditures, for 
we simply cannot shake our fist at people 
all over the world and not be prepared 
to back it up. Once we commit the 
American people to a program of spend
ing. America's millions and billions all 
over the world, it will be doubly hard to 
deny· any demand for ever-increased ap
propriations at home. 

Any pretense of substantially reducing 
the taxes of our American people will 
prove to be a delusion, for while we may 
effect a reduction of taxes this year, the 
necessities of tomorrow caused by this 
action will quickly wipe out any reduc
tion presently made. 

Mr. President, I firmly believe we 
should start a genuine fight against the 
expansion of communism by an imme
diate relentless search for, and elimina
tion of, the Communist element embed
ded within our own Government, its 
departments, agencies, and bureaus. 

I believe we should, through the facili
ties of the United Nations organization, 
establish definitely which of the coun
tries of the earth will participate in a 
joint undertaking to stop the cruel ex
pansion of communism elsewhere. 

I repeat, I believe that the policy of 
undertaking this gigantic program alone 
may du for us what the policing of the 
world did for the British Empire. It 
may very easily ultimately lead us to war 
on countless fronts and ultimately lead 
us to bankruptcy and the international 
bread line. Not even the most ardent 
advocate of the proposed program can 
guarantee that this will not be the ulti
mate end. 

I believe firmly that the hope of those · 
who love liberty, the freedom of ;worship, 
and representative government depends 
upon our maintaining a strong and sol
vent America. I believe that it is the 
duty of elected representatives of the 
people to cast their vote solely for those 
things which they believe will contrib
ute to the future strength and solvency 
of America. 

Mr. JOHNSON of' Colorado. Mr~ Pres
ident, will . the Senator from lllinois 
yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. . 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I noted 

in the press this morning that there has 
been a renewal of the proposal to loan a 
billion dollars to Russia. What would 
be the Senator's attitude toward such a 
loan? Would he oppose it, together with 
the other loans which have been sug
gested? I do not want to ask him 
whether he would favor loaning to both 
sides of a controversy, but that is what 
it seemed to me -to amount to. 

Mr. BROOKS. To answer the Sena
tor's question, I do not know how au
thentic the report is. When we were 
appeasing Russia, when vie were giving 
her everything she wanted during and 
after the war, there was a good deal of 
talk .about advancing her a loan of 
$1,000,000,000. I may be wrong, but I 
think it was finally admitted by the State 
Department that we had advanced it, 
but it was held in abeyance. To me it 
would seem stupid and silly to loan an~ 
other billion dollars to Russia, when we 
are starting out now to prevent Russia 
from expanding communism. But that 
is what we did before. We built her up. 
We helped to make Russia the colossus 
of Europe. There was a time when we 
had an air power which was greater than 
any air power in the world, when we had 
a Navy which was greater than that of 
'the combined naval powers of the world, 
and we had the fastest, hardest-striking 
army in the world. That was the time 
to have prevented the expansion of Rus- · 
sia and to have refused her the right to 
annex the Baltic States and to dominate 
and control the Balkans. Now with 
our Army and our Navy demobilized, we 
must start froin scratch; we must begin 
where we started before. We are say
ing we · will not send troops; that is not 
contemplated now. Troops were not 
contemplated when we started lend-lease 
shipments, as the Senators knows. The 
same ·words were used then. 

I cannot say where this program will 
lead unless Russia backs away; and if she 
backs away she will advance at some 
other point. If we start this program 
with Greece and with Turkey we will 
have to extend greater help to Austria, 
to Italy, to France, to Great Britain, and 
to Korea and China. I do not think the 
resources of America can stop commu
nism as such, and I do not think we can 
raise an army sumciently large to stop it 
as such if Russia decides to move. If our 
men were there they might be in the 
position they were in at Bataan and 
Corregidor; they could not retreat; they 
would be cut off from their own country 
and we could not reach them. 

That is what I visualize in this pro
gram. · 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
Senator will yield further, I want to say 
that I agree wholeheartedly with his po
sition in this matter. But it seems to 
me that the Senate is entitled to a state
ment from the Sate Department that no 
loan is now contemplated to the Soviet 
Union. If we are making loans in op
position to her, then certainly we should 
not be making loans in her behalf. I· 
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think it is incumbent upon the State 
Department to inform us immediately 
if such a loan is contemplated or that 
no such loan will be made. I should 
like to challenge the Senators on the 
floor who are sponsoring this proposal to 
give us an answer, unless the Senator 
from Ill1nois can answer it. 

Mr. BROOKS. · I cannot give the Sen
ator an answer to the specific sugges
tion, but I can give him an answer to 
another problem of like nature. I think 
it depends on who in the State Depart
ment decides to do these things. In the 
State Department, I do not think the 
right hand knows what the left hand is 
doing. In this instance they are asking 
for money for the purpose of stopping 
communism. The Presid,ent yesterday 
sent Congress a message asking it to 
amend the Neutrality Act so as to prevent 
the shipment of machine ,tools; and yet 
less than 6 weeks ago the State Depart
ment was before the Committee on Ap
propriations asking it to change a provi
sion which was put into the deficiency bill 
last year prohibiting the use of money 
for the shipment of lend-lease suppplies . 
beyond January 1 of this year. They 
told us there were approximately, as I 
recall, $30,000,000 worth of supplies 
which still ought to be shipped, and they 
wanted us to change the rule or law 
so as to permit them to send lend-lease 
supplies over there. I asked them what 
countries they had in mind. They 
named about 8 or 10. Finally, I asked, 
"Is that all?" They said, "No; Russia." 
The question was asked, "How much of 
this $30,000,000?''-if that is the correct 
figure; I think it is approximately cor
rect-"will go to Russia?" Then we 
learned that $25,000,000 of it was to 
go to Russia, but they forgot .to name 
Russia until the very last. 

The committee said, "No; we will not 
do it." They argued; and they said, 
"You have got to do it." "What is it 
for?" we aslted. Then we learned that 
included among the items was one of 
the finest refineries for high-octane gas
oline in the world-more modern than 
anything we have in the United States. 
Less than 6 weeks ago the State De
partment was before the Appropriations 
Committee saying that we had com
mitted ourselves. We said to them, 
"What about Russia's committing her
self to give us an accounting for lend
lease?" 

Mr. President, at this moment the time 
seems to be very opportune for such an 
accounting: at this moment Russia ap
pears to be willing to talk to us about 
the $11,000,000,000 worth of lend-lease 
we gave her. But what about the 95 
ships we gave? There seems to be no 
indication that Russia wants to talk 
about that. 

Yet, we were suj>posed to send Russia 
$25,000,000 worth of goods-not merely 
machine tools, although some machine 
tools were to be included, but, in addi
tion, and the largest items, the finest, 
most modern refinery for high-octane 
gasoline in the world. We said, "We will 
hold the matter in abeyance and see what 
we shall do." 

But now comes word from the Presi
dent, who must have had the advice of 

the State Department, requesting that 
machine tools be withheld, although the 
same State Department has been asking 
us to send Russia machine tools and the 
finest, most modern high-octane gaso
line refinery. So I am not surprised that 
the State Department should ask us to 
lend a billion dollars to Russia while we 
are undertaking to stop Russia-in Greece 
and Turkey. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, if the Senator from Illinois 
will yield further, let nie say that during 
the war between Japan and China, be
fore we went to war with Japan, before 
Pearl Harbor, of course we were shipping 
aviation gasoline and scrap iron, scrap 
copper, and various other scrap materi
als to Japan, and at the same time we 
were sending funds out of our Treasury 
to China. In other words, we were 
building up both sides, so that they would 
have a real fight. 

I wonder if that same policy is being 
pursued at the present time; and I won
der how Senators who say that the Presi
dent has committed us to such a fereign 
policy and that we must go along because 
he has already committed us, can ex
plain their ability to go along with that 
kind of policy. Has the President com
mitted the Senate to that kind of a pol
icy of helping both sides and playing both 
sides against the middle? Does it not 
occur to the Senator from Illinois that 
at this time, before this bill is enacted, 
we should require an accounting to clar
ify the whole position and reach an un
derstanding of this apparently tradition
al policy of playing both sides against 
each other and helping both sides? 

Mr. BROOKS. I may say to the Sen
ator that I think one of the most tragic 
aspects of the entire war was that the 
American soldiers at Bataan and the ones 
who ultimately went to capture the 
islands in the Pacific found that the very 
shells which were breaking upon them 
and destroying them had been produced 
from scrap iron sent to Japan from the 
United States, and the very planes the 
Japanese used to strafe them were driv
en by gasoline which we furnished to the 
country which finally attacked us. 

I have tried to make that clear in what 
I have said. Undoubtedly, some place 
along the line we shall send another mis
sion and other arms to go forth and meet 
the arms we shall manufacture in the 
United States and shall distribute all 
over the world. I do not see how we can 
ultimately miss running into them some
where, if this course is followed. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
THYE in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from I1linois yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. BUSHFIELD. I wonder if there 

is any obligation upon the Congress or 
the Senate simply because the Presi
dent or some of the leaders say we are 
committed and that we should go along 
with that kind of a program, if in our 
judgment we do not think so. 

Mr. BROOKS. Of course, I think we 
have no obligation, as such. I do think 
the situation is regrettable, and I know 

that the Senator from South Dakota 
must feel as I do. I hate ever to be put 
in the position of denying the President 
of the United States; but in a matter so 
vital as this, I do not represent the 
President of the United States; I repre
sent the people who sent me here. They 
sent me here believing, at least, that I 
would do what I told them I would do; 
and that is one thing I have done and 
shall continue to do. When I leave here, 
some one else can take my place on the 
basis of the statements he makes as to 
what he will do. But I think we should 
stand up for the things we told the peo
ple of our States we would do when we 
came here. 

If the President can lead us off on a 
tangent, then in my judgment we have 
"missed the boat." 

I wish to state my position clearly: 
When the President discusses this ques
tion fully, and when we finally conclude 
what program the country should adopt, 
I shall support that program with every
thing I have, including my life. In the 
meantime, I think I should state my con
victions and vote my convictions. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

, Mr. MALONE. For the benefit of 
some of the newer Members of the Sen
ate, will the Senator be kind enough to 
explain what he considers to be the obli .. 
gation of the Senate in the case of a. 
national policy of this kind, concerning 
which, as I understand, we are to advise 
and approve. 

Mr. BROOKS. I have just stated 
what I think the Senate's obligation is; 
namely, that each individual Senator 
has an obligation to support his con
science and his own convictions when a 
matter of this kind is presented to us, 
especially a matter which some of us at 
least have a deep conviction that it is 
going to lead us right down the road to 
war all over the world or to bankruptcy 
or to the bread lines. In such a case, 
how can we do otherwise than vote our 
own minds and our own hearts? That 
is what I think our obligation should be. 

I repeat that I regret that we have 
been put into this position; but it is 
not fair for someone to belabor a Sen
ator by saying that he is weakening the 
hand of the President of the United 
States. It may be that momentarily we 
are weakening the hand of the Presi
dent of the United States, but we are 
strengthening representative govern .. 
ment; and we may have to fight for it 
harder than w.e ever have fought before 
in our lives, if a program of this kind 
goes into effect. 

Mr. MALONE. What is the law, or 
what does the Constitution provide
that we have equal responsibility or that 
we are supposed to follow a lead? 

Mr. BROOKS. The pending matter 
is simply a bill providing for a loan. 
Of course, the word "loan" is not a good 
one to use in this case. If only a loan 
were wanted, it could be made through 
the International Bank, for the Inter- , 
national Bank is in existence, and it 
would be a good agency to handle such 
a transaction. 
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Let me digress for a moment to refer 

to the International Bank. Russia does 
not belong to the bank; so we would 
not be slapping her in the face by let
ting such a loan or grant be handled by 
the International Bank. As I recall, we 
contribute 37 percent of the funds of the 
bank, and the other countries who are 
members of the bank contribute 63 per
cent of its funds. As I have said, Russia 
is not a member of the bank. I think 
that by May 1 there will be $800,000,000 
subscribed to the bank, and the largest 
part of it will be the United States' con
tribution. So if we wish to avoid shak
ing our fist by sending military missions, 
that would be a good place to have this 
loan handled. Then the people who 
want to have such a loan made could 
urge that it be made by that bank; and 
1f the loan were made by the bank, the 
contribution made by the United States 
1n that connection would be larger than 
the contribution made by any other na
tion. I think that would be the proper 
place to handle this matter, if it is 
desired to make loans, although the 
pending proposal is not for loans, but 
simply for out-and-out grants. 

However, I would even vote for a grant 
1f the provision for military missions 
were omitted and we were not called 
upon to go forth shaking our fist all 
over the world. 

I honestly believe that if we start this 
program we may be challenged, and then 
we shall either have to retreat or fight; 
and then we shall have to adopt uni
versal military training, which we have 
been talking about for a long time, and 
we shall again have conscription and 
regulation. There wlll be no other· 
choice, once we are challenged. No 
Senator would vote against adopting 
such a course if the American fiag and 
American soldiers were challenged by 
another country. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Illinois yield further to the 
Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Has the Senator been 

advised as to where the great over-all 
plan for occupation, or spheres of influ
ence, or whatever it is, upon which we 
are about to embark, may lead us? 

Mr. BROOKS. I have been advised 
only through the answers to the ques
tions which were submitted to the State 
Department by Senators, and I gather 
that the Department says that after the 
action now contemplated we will act in 
each case according to the circumstances 
of the particular situation. If we start 
this chain, we create the circums'tance, 
we establish the policy. When any na-, 
tion says, "We are going Communist if 
you don't come," that is a call to arms 
for us again, because we have established 
the policy, and where that will lead I do 
not know. We cannot go beyond that. 
If the State Department says, "We take 
each one according to circumstance," all 
I know is that, so far as the countries I 
have named are concerned, we are going 
to be getting calls for help, and we will 
go to their aid all over the world again, 
but with mllitary missions. 

Mr. MALONE. What would be the 
alternative? Suppose the Senate re-

jected this proposal; what. In the Sena
tor's Judgment. would be the long-range 
alternative? 

Mr. BROOKS. The next alternative 
is to find out what we can do with the 
United Nations. We can send supplieS, 
we can send food, we can aid these peo
ple, we can make them a reconstruction 
loan through the International Bank. 
The United States and Great Britain 
contributed 51 percent to the capital of 
that bank. Russia is no part of it. We 
can channel money through that agency, 
and lend the countries money for recon
struction, if we keep out of the military 
aspect of it. 

Mr. MALONE. Are we shipping any 
kind of goods or any form of aid to Russia 
at this time? 

Mr. BROOKS. As to that I am not 
sure. I stated that we were asked to do 
so. in the Committee on Appropriations, 
and some money is going into Russia 
through UNRRA. I should like to have 
the chairman of the Committee on Ap
propriations answer as to that, if he 
will. He was presiding at the time. 
Some few weeks ago we were asked to 
authorize the shipment of a great plant 
for the refining of high-octane gasoline, 
_and other supplies. I understand ~hat 
within the last 10 days there has been a 
repeated call to have that gCI through. 
Is that true, I ask the Senator from New 
Hampshire? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is true. With
out agreeing or disagreeing with the 
premise the Senator from Illinois has 
made in the presentation of his case, I 
feel quite strongly that one thing we 
cannot do in this world is carry water on 
both shoulders at the same time. I feel 
that that is the fundamental weakness 
of our position and of the position of 
the State Department today. What the 
able Senator from Dlinois has indicated 
is true, that there has been almost con
tinual pressure on the Committee on 
Appropriations, since the first of the 
year. to release for shipment to Russia 
lend-lease supplies totaling in excess of 
$25,000,000. That pressure has consisted 
of individuals high in the State Depart
ment coming before the committee and 
testifying, and of letters and calls and 
personal contacts from officials high in 
the State Departmemt, all of them put
ting pressure on th'e Committee on Ap
propriations to release supplies to Russia 
at this time. · The last, as the Senator 
from Illinois has indicated. was in the 
nature of a communication which came 
from . across the seas, or from that 
direction. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield further? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Can the Senator from 

New Hampshire enlighten us further as 
to the type of this assistance. Was it 
anything · in the nature of munitions of 
war, that could be used in fighting this 
country? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The principal item, I 
think, was oil-refining eqUipment for the 
refining of high-octane gasoline. As I 
understand, high-octane gasoline is used 
for planes, particularly fighting planes; 
and this, again, made the Committee on 
Appropriations suspicious, and has made 
us very firm, to date, in our refusal to 

take action 1n any way which would 
release these lend-lease goods to Russia. 

Let me point out to the Senator that 
I supported lenti-lease. I think it per
formed a real service during the war. 
But when I supported it, I was under 
the impression that -it would end with . 
the cessation of hostilities, w.ith the ter
mination of the war. But in spite of 
that it was continued. .lt necessitated 
last year action by the Congress of the 
United States, originating 1n the Com
mittee on Appropriations, to prohibit 
further lend-lease supplies going across 
after December 31, 1946. Mind you, 
that was about a year and a half after 
the war was over. and the sending of 
supplies was still continuing. So we 
had to pass that legislation at that time, 
to prohibit it after December 31, 1946. 

In spite of the war being over. in spite 
of the intent of lend-lease being ended, 
in spite of Congress taking afiirmative 
action prohibiting further sending of 
lend-lease after December 31 of last 
year, the state Department still insisted, 
and is still insisting, on sending millions 
of dollars worth of lend-lease supplies 
to Russia. and is at the moment, so far 
as I know, demanding that that be done. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Dlinois .yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I desire to ad

dress a question to the Senator from 
New Hampshire, the able chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 
Where is this refinery for high-octane 
gas and where are the materials which 
the State Department seeks to have sent 
to Russia? 

Mr. BRIDGES. They are still in this 
country, and still in the hands of the 
contractor, or the person with whom the 
contract was made, according to my un
derstanding. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I wish to sa: that 
it is most revealing and most shocking 
that the State Department of this Gov
ernment would seek at this time to have 
sent to Russia materials for the manu
facture of airplane gasoline, when the 
very purpose expressed in the pending 
and proposed legislation is to stop the 
spread of communism into the lower 
countries of Europe, which means to stop 
Russia. It ts utterly irreconcilable that 
any department of this Government 
should appear before one committee of 
the Senate and ask that materials be 
sent into Russia for the manufacture of 
high-octane gasoline with which to op
erate their planes, and then appear be
fore another committee of the Senate 
and ask that steps be taken and money 
be advanced to prevent the spread of 
communism by Russia. It is not under
standable. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Dlinois yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I am amazed, in 

listening to this discussion, to hear the 
reference that is made, first, to the $11,-
000,000,000 lend-lease which was given 
by this country to Russia to makr her 
allegedly a mighty military power, and 
now to have Members of this body sur
prised that the State Department is still 
requesting that $25,000,000 of supplies, at 
the tail end of the lend-lease program, 
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be made available to Russia. How many 
Members of the Senate know that since 
VJ-day $233,000,000 have been made 
available to Russia under the lend-lease 
program? It came to my attention a few 
weeks ago that shipments aggregating 
millions of dollars were still going to Rus
sia under a program which was repre
sented as being a war aid. I directed a 
letter to the Administrator of the Lend
Lease Administration a few weeks ago
I regret I do not have the letter with 
me; it is in my office at this time-in 
reply to which I was notified that $233,-
000,000 worth of lend-lease goods had 
been shipped to Russia since VJ-day. 

What I want to know, and I ask my 
good friend from Illinois the question, is 
why the State Department does not give 
us sufficient il'lformation so that Sena
tors, as representatives of the people, 
may be in position to determine accu
rately wh·ether the President and the 
State Department are intent upon build
ing Russia into a still greater military 
power. Now, almost 2 years after VJ
day, do we in fact intend, in line w~th 
other representations which are bemg 
made, to determine, through the United 
Nations or in some other way, whether 
Russia is going to collaborate with the 
United States and other peace-loving na
tions to restore peace and maintain 
peace, or are we going to make a mockery 
out of the objectives for which millions 
of young Americans fought in World 
War II? 

Can the Senator advise us on that 
point and tell us what information is 
available which will enable us to deter
mine which way our foreign policy is 
being directed at this particular time? 

Mr. BROOKS. I WOllld say to the 
Senator that the only information I 
have is that which has come to me 
through the answers submitted by the 
Department of State to the questions 
propounded by Senators, plus other 
statements made by the Department. 
But I pointed out the inconsistency of 
the State Department asking us now to 
appropriate money for a loan, so-called, 
and to send military missio::1s to stop the 
expansion of communism on the border 
of Russia and asking the Committee on 
Appropri~tions, ·as they did a short time 
ago, to permit the shipme~t to Russia 
of ~25,000 ,000 worth of supplles and lend
lease goods, represented in part by a 
high-octane-gas plant which would help 
them destroy, faster than we could fur
nish the supplies, the things which were 
built up in the other country. I think 
there has been a very great inconsis
tency, and I think the greatest. inconsis
tency is what we are proposmg to do 
now. We are starting out again to fur
nish American arms to meet American 
arms already there, and we shall prob
ably face them again, in due course of 
time, all over the world. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I gladly yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. This discussion 

has -r:eached a point of. revelation that 
ought to be made known to all the people 
of the country. From the statements 
which have been made to the Senate on 
the pending issue it appears that, on 
the one hand, the Government has been 

sending millions of dollars into Russia 
to equip her and at the same time has 
been seeking permission, through a com
mittee of the Senate, to send other 
equipment, while, on the other hand, it 
is proposing to embark on a course de
signed, as it is said, to stop the spread 
of communism by sending money and 
military personnel to other nations. 

Reference was made a few minutes 
ago to supplies going into Russia under 
lend-lease. I wonder if the able Sena
tor from Illinois will permit me to ad
dress a question to the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, as to 
the aid which has gone into Russia since 
the end of the war through UNRRA. 

Mr. BROOKS. Yes; I am glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask that ques
tion. 

Mr. BRIDGES. It is my understand
ing that UNRRA shipments, of which as 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia knows, we furnish about 72 per
cent, are still continuing. The supplies 
are being bought in this country at this 
time, even though UNRRA, in theory, 
has expired. We still have in process of 
accumulation and in the process of ship
ment to two of the states or countries of 
the Soviet Empire, namely, White Rus
sia and the Ukraine, many tens of mil
lions of dollars worth of American sup
plies, which are going through UNRRA 
to those two divisions of the Soviet Em
pire, and also to some of the Russian 
satellite countries. The State Depart
ment says that that is done in accordance 
with an international commitment; but 
I may point out that if it were desired to 
stop carrying water on both shoulders 
and be consistent, we always have the 
control, through export licenses, of 
whether or not goods can be shipped 
from this country. We have the power 
and the right to control the shipment of 
goods to both divisions of the Russian 
Empire, and to Russian satellite coun
tries such as Yugoslavia, that is at the 
present time so violently hostile to the 
United States. 

Mr. BROOKS. Furthermore, refer
ence to the answers submitted by the De
partment of State to questions shows 
that that was one of the questions which 
was asked. Question 71 was this: 

Question. How much money has the 
American Government contributed through 
various sources to the Government of Yugo
slavia in the past 3 years? 

The answer is rather unusual. I 
might say in many respects it is a very 
typical State Department answer: 

Answer. Yugoslavia has received $32,000,-
000 of lend-lease aid ·since July 1942-

As I understand, what we are worried 
about is the march of communism from 
Yugoslavia into Greece. That is the 
movement we want to stop. 

Yugoslavia has received · $32,000,000 of 
lend-lease aid si~lce July 1942, of which 
$39,000 has been received since September 
1945. 

Note these words: 
Data for the period of the last 3 years are 

not readily available. The United States 
share of UNRRA's contribution to the Yugo
slavia relief program was $312,000,000. 

We have already poured $312,000,000 
·through UNRRA. I objected at the 
time, to having their own Communist 
agents administering our millions of dol
lars. Now we have got to send missions 
and money to stop the Communists, be
cause they are going into Greece; but 
we gave them $312,000,000 in relief. We 
gave them $32,000,000 of lend-lease 
since July 1942, but data for the period 
of the last 3 years are not readily 
available. 

The $312,000,000 is exclusive of freight. 
Based on 72 percent of the total contribu

tion, all of which was furnished in the past 
3 years. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In reference to dis
tribution under UNRRA, during the 
month of April, it so happened that on 
yesterday I received fln answer to a 
letter which I wrote to UNRRA, asking 
for the distribution at this time. I have 
the schedule here, as of April 1, and I 
should like to read it. Possibly it might 
clear up some of the questions as to what 
we are planning to do during the month 
of April by way of UNRRA shipments. 
I may say that 80 percent of our· ship
ments, even today, are going to Russia 
and to Russian-controlled countries. 
The shipments are being loaded in New 
York now. That was verified yester
day by UNRRA. 

To Austria, which is Russian-con
trolled, we are shipping $4,083,810, dur
ing the current month. To Bylo-Russia, 
which is merely a Russian province, 
there has been allocated $607,000; to 
Czechoslovakia, $5,281,550. Poland is 
scheduled to get $14,437,800. The 
Ul{.raine Soviet Socialist Republic is get
ting $1,880,500. Yugoslavia is given $21,-
027,600. Those shipments are in the 
process of being loaded at this particular 
time. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 

the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations a question, if 
the Senator from Illinois will yield for a 
moment. What type of equipment is 
Russia buying at this time, through what 
we call lend-lease or the extension loans 
that they have now obtained from the 
United States? 

Mr. BRIDGES. A large part of what 
they are buying, as I said, is oil refining 
equipment; and then ther€: is other 
equipment of a varied nature. I do not 
have the figures. I have them in the 
Appropriations Committee, but I do not 
have them on the floor of the Senate 
so as to give the details. But the equip
ment is ·miscellaneous. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee remember the number of trucks 
we have sent to Russia? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Does the Senator 
mean during the whole period? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; during the whole 
period. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the number of 
trucks sent was about 111,000. 
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Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator will look 

up the figures, I think he will find that 
the number is far greater than that. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am sure it is. 
Mr. WHERRY. It is more nearly 300,-

000 vehicles. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Yes; the Senator from 

Nebraska is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. I think the number 

stated by the Senator from New Hamp
shire is the number sent to Russia since 
we thought lend-lease was terminated. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. It is my opinion, Mr. 

President, that it is necessary that we 
know the type of equipment that is going 
into Russia. I am informed that Russia 
is one of the countries which has been 
the recipient of a great number of box 
cars and of other railroad equipment. It 
seems to me from what the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois has pointed out and 
from the observations made by the dis
tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire, that we should find out of what 
the equipment sent to Russia consists; 
and whether or not Russia is paying for 
it? Is Russia paying cash for it? Are 
we to be paid for it in the end? Are we 
continuing the policy of sending Russia 
equipment which is vital to her in order 
to pursue an expansionist policy, on the 
one hand, and on the other hand, are we 
proposing to stop Russia's expansionist 
policy througJl furnishing aid to Greece 
and Turkey? I should like to ask the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee if he can answer that 
question. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I do 
not have the figures with me. I can se
cure them, and shall do so. 

The Senator from Nebraska is cor
rect in saying that more than 300,000 
vehicles were furnished to Russia. When 
I gave the smaller figure I was referring 
to the period after the war ended. 

Mr. President, the point I want to 
make is that I am personally sympa
thetic to stopping the spread of commu
nism over the world, and I feel that the 
area of Turkey and Greece is a strategic 
area. But to me it is almost inconceiv
able that the same administration which 
asks Congress loyally to support the pro
posal for aid to Greece and Turkey at 
the same time is furnishing aid toRus
sia and Russian satellite countries. To 
me, such a procedure is the height of 
inconsistency. I simply cannot under
stand it. It represents the weakness of 
our whole policy. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Dlinois yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator 

from Nebraska in his question spoke of 
supplies being sent into Russia and Rus
sian-dominated countries at this time by 
our own country under lend-lease. The 
Senator spoke of boxcars and of trucks 
and other vehicles being sent to Russia. 
Let me say to the able Senator that mil
lions upon millions of dollars worth of 
equipment has been sent into those 
countries under UNRRA. I think I am 
correct in saying that most Senators be
lieved when they voted the appropria
tion for UNP..RA that they were voting to 
provide food and clothing and shelter for 

needy and distressed people. But let me 
say to the Senator that UNRRA not only 
has sent food and clothing, but thou
sands of railroad cars, coal cars, boxcars, 
and other equipment which is needed in 
this country. Within the last 2 months 
I myself saw in the yards at Newark, 
N.J., new locomotives awaiting shipment 
abroad, with "UNRRA" written on them. 
So when I see such materials being 
channeled to countries whose expansion
ist program we now say we want to stop, 
I say most earnestly that it is the most 
distorted administration of the purposes 
for which UNRRA was set up that can 
be imagined. The abuses under UNRRA 
are terrible to think of. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. M.ALONE. Does the distinguished 

Senator from Illinois have any informa
tion as to how many occupied countries 
have been cleaned out of heavy indus
trial materials, such as industrial plants 
which, in the case of countries now con
trolled by Russia have been moved to 
Russia? I refer to countries such as 
Germany and Manchuria, to which a 
good portion of the repair parts and 
equipment were sent by this country in ... 
the first place. Does the Senator know 
·whether most of the heavy equipment 
in those occupied countries has been re
moved to Russia? 

Mr. BROOKS. I do not know, and I 
do not thinlc anyone knows. We cannot 
know what goes on behind the iron cur
tain. We helped the Russians advance 
into the space which they now occupy, 
We permitted them to move into Berlin 
by waiting so they could move in there 
first. Wherever Russian armies moved 
in they took out heavy equipment and 
machinery. So the only supposition that 
can be drawn from that is that wherever 
they are they have appropriated unto 
their own use materials which were use
ful to them, regardless of whether we 
in the first place sent the materials to 
the people of the occupied countries in 
all good conscience as relief or for their 
assistance. Russia takes such material 
to her own use. · 

What I am now saying is that the same 
department of our Government which 
has followed the inconsistent program 
of furnishing material which was then 
taken by Russia for her own use, wants 
to determine how the aid now proposed 
to be furnished shall be handled. It is 
proposed that we shall trust them, until 
some day we will find ourselves again in 
the middle of a stream. We cannot 
change horses in the middle of that 
stream, and will again find ourselves en
gaged in a war. We cannot direct events 
except to fight wherever we can obtain 
a foothold at such a time. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Is it not a fact that 

is generally conceded. and do not news
paper reports indicate--at least all the 
reports to which I have had access in
dicate--that the movement of heavy in
dustries to Russia is on? Is it not con
ceded that such industries have been re
moved from Germany and the other 
areas occupied by Russia; that heavy 

machinery has been taken out of Korea 
and Manchuria, and other areas occu
pied by Russia and moved into Russia? 
Is not that common knowledge? 

Mr. BROOKS. It is my understand
ing that it is common knowledge. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am rising at the moment only to keep 
the record straight in respect to one or 
two matters which have drifted into the 
debate. I am not rising in any aspect 
to challenge the able address made by 
the Senator from Illinois, whose courage 
and candor in this matter I totally re
spect. Some references, however, were 
made both by the able Senator from 
Colorado and by some of the questions 
since intervening, which evidently refer 
back to the statement I made regard
ing the fact that Congress does not find 
itself totally a free agent in making a 
decision of the character which here im
pends after the President of the United 
States has made a recommendation. I 
want to revert to that phase of the mat
ter because I want to be very sure no 
one misunderstands either me or the sit
uation which Senators confront, whether 
they like it or not. 

I have never for an instant challenged 
the fact that every Senator has a com
plete right and duty to face the facts in 
this situation precisely as the able Sen
ator from Illinois has faced them from 
his point of view. I have no challenge 
to the exercise of that right whatso
ever-so long as it is exercised in this 
country, I might add. I am not inter
ested in itinerant saboteurs. What I 
submitted to .the Senate, Mr. President, 
and I am sure that Senators upon re
flection will remember it, was that 
among the factors which we cannot es
cape considering is the price of non
compliance with the Presidential recom
mendation. That is the extent to which 
I have injected this argument into the 
debate. 

We must weigh the price of noncom
pliance against the price of compliance 
as one of the factors in making up our 
independent minds. I am not, I repeat, 
challenging for an instant the right and 
the duty of every Senator to make his 
decision pursuant to his own conscience 
and judgment in the face of the facts as 
he weighs them. The only thing I sub
mit is that among the facts which must 
be weighed is the price of noncompliance 
with the general purpose to which the 
President of the United States has ad
dressed himself. 

The President of the United States has 
undertaken to say that this Republic 
of ours stands in this world against the 
overthrow of independent government 
either by sabotage from within or as
sault from without. He has expressed 
a great fundamental principle to which 
American idealism has been attached 
since the days of the Declaration of In
dependence. 

When I addressed the Senate upon 
this subject, I was totally frank with the 
Senate in respect to it, and I laid per
fectly candidly upon the line the fact 
that this is a fundamental disagreement 
between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America, involved, not only at 
this point in Greece and Turkey, but 
involved in every aspect of our tntema-
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tiona! relations. It is involved in every 
decision which has tQ be made in the 
United Nations. It is involved in every 
decision which General MacArthur has 
to make in distant Japan. It is involved 
in every decision which has to be made 
in the occupied zones in Germany. 
Fundamentally, as I stated· when I pre
sented this case in the first instance, 
we confront a deadlock between the 
viewpoints of the Soviet Union and those 
of the Government of the United States. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Not until I have 
:finished this statement, and then I shall 
be very glad to yield. : 

In dealing with the Soviet problem, I 
assert that it has been our experience for 
the past year and a half that the hope 
for peaceful agreement rests and de
pends largely upon whether we can make 
it plain to the governing authorities in 
Moscow that there is a deadline of ideals 
beyond which we will not retreat. 

I agree that this is a guessing con
test for everyone. It is my opinion, for 
whatever it may be worth, that there is 
a chance for the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America to :find a basis 
upon which they can live and let live in 
the world, and in thf.t fashion avoid the 
conflict which neither nation wants any 
part of-and, least of all, the Senator 
who now speaks. 

I know ·of no way that we can hope 
successfully to approach even the per
imeter of that sort of an agreement, ex
cept as we make it perfectlY plain that 
the United States says what it means 
and means what it says, and that no 
policy of appeasement of any aggressive 
government on the face of this earth is 
a part of our program. I have sub
mitted to the Senate that when the 
President of the United States takes a 
courageous, constructive, dedicated posi
tion in respect to that objective, among 
the factors which Senators must weigh 
when they vote upon this bill is what 
the price of noncompliance is, what the 
price is of notifying the Politbureau in 
Moscow that this Government is divided 
at home and that Rli. they have to do is 
wait for us to fall apart. 

That is not a conclusive factor. I 'go· 
back to the point where I started. I say 
that the Senator from Illinois and all 
like him confront the duty. of doing pre
cisely what he has done in presenting 
his own honest views. I have never even 
intimated that Senators should subordi
nate their viewpoint to that of the Ex
ecutive. But I say again that, whether 
we like it or not, we cannot escape the 
fact that in making up our minds as to 
what our duty is, the cost of noncom
pliance with this particular kind of a 
Presidential recommendation is one of 
the things wmch we cannot escape. 

If the Senator from Nevada wishes to 
interrupt me on that point, I am very 
glad to yield to him. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator be kind enough to give us some 
idea of what he considers the price to be? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am afraid I do 
not understand the Senator's question. 
If he will make it a little plainer I shall 
try to answer to the best of my ability. 

Mr. MALONE. I shall be glad to do so. 
The Senator says that we must consider 

the price of noncompliance. What is the 
price? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Every Senator 
will have to weigh that decision for him
self. I am not the keeper of the con
science of any Senator except myself. 

Mr. MALONE. May we have the bene
fit of the 'Senator's advice? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In his original 
presentation of this subject, the Senator 
from Michigan stated as frankly as he 
knew how to state, that in his opinion
and I dislike to repeat this because it 
may seem that I am attempting to force 
Presidential duress upon Senators; but 
the Senator asked me what I thought. 
-I believe that if the Congress should fail 
to uphold the hand of the President of 
the United States in respect to this gen
eral challenge-omitting details upon 
which, obviously, we have a right to be 
consulted-there would never be another 
opportunity for us pacifically to impress 
the next aggressor with any degree of 
success. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. What is the Senator's 

opinion as to the alternative? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. What is the al

ternative to which the Senator refers? 
Mr. MALONE. What is the alterna

tive if everything happens which the 
Senator outlines-if we do not go along 
with this loan, and admit that we are 
divided at hon.Le, which we are? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In my opinion we 
shall have sacrificed the moral and 
spiritual leadership of the world; and 
from that point on, since we should have 
encouraged aggressors to believe that 
they cotild proceed with immunity, re
gardless of us, the Senator will have to 
draw upon his own imagination as to 
what would happen. 

I have previously tried to express the 
thought that no one has any remote 
right to discuss this-subject dogmatically. 
No man has a right to say, "I know the 
answer." No Senator knows the answer. 
The President of the United States does 
not know the answer. This is one of 
those situations, in these restless, im
patient times, in which the only choice 
we have in connection with this problem 
and many others is the choice of a calcu-
lated risk. · 

We never hr,ve an opportunity to do as 
free agents precisely as we would like to 
do; and the Senator, like all other Sena
tors, will have to take his own calculated 
risks, subject to the factors involved. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Does this calculated 

risk involve war with Russia? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I am not pre

pared to discuss the question of war with 
Russia, even though it be involved in 
the caJculations of some of those who 
survey this plan. I do not think it is 
necessary to talk about war with Russia, 
provided we can proceed with a united 
country to impress the Soviet ·Govern
ment with the fact that we propose to be 
absolutely, scrupulously fair to them, 
that we are prepared to guarantee their 
legitimate borders for the next 40 years 
against any aggremon, and if _ we make 
it completely and scrupulously plain that 

we do not have one singfe aggressive 
motive against Russia. I am unable to 
believe if we can make our · own position 
clear and immutable it is necessary to 
talk about war. 

I may be wrong, and I repeat that no 
man dares to be dogmatic upon this 
subject, but in my view this bill looks in 
the direction of · peace instead of in the 
direction of war. Otherwise, I could not 
support it. 

Mr. MALONf . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
.Mr. MALONE. Will the distinguished 

Senator from Michigan give us his 
opinion, for the benefit of· some of us, . 
as to whether we in effect are laying the 
gauntlet down to Russia, and whether if 
she picks it up we arc in war. 

'Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator has 
three "ifs" in that question. 

Mr. MALONE. I will take all of them 
out. Are we in war if Russia decides we 

· are wrong in fixing her boundaries? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. We are in war at 

any time Russia decides she wishes to go 
to war. In my opinion, the last thing on 
earth that Russia wishes to do is to go 
to war, precisely as the last thing on 
earth we wish to do is to go to war. 

Mr. MALONE. Are we in war if Russia 
takes up the challenge? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That depends 
entirely on what the Senator means by 
taking up the challenge. 

Mr. MALONE. Suppose she does not 
stop in Greece, but keeps on coming. Are 
we in war if we permit this action to be 
taken? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. We are not in 
war unless and until the Soviet Govern
ment decides to go to war. On that sub
ject I have no prophecy to offer, except 
that I am totally of the opinion that war 
is unnecessary, that it is futile, provided 
we can lay down specifications which are 
clear and sure for both nations. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. MALONE. If Russia, however: 

continues to come, shall we back up or 
go to war once we are there? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The trouble with 
the Senator's questions is that his terms 
require definition. 
· Mr. MALONE. I shall define them if 
the Senator will tell me what he does not 
understand with reference to them. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator 
means, if Russia starts to blow us up are 
we in war? the answer is "Yes." 

Mr. MALONE. I do not mean that. 
But if we give Greece $400,000,000, a few 
soldiers, and material, if Russia con
tinues to come across Greece, what is the 
next move? Are we in war in order to 
stop her? Is that part of my question 
plain? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In the first place, 
when we go to Greece we have gone on a 
_mission which is designed for the pur
pose of making Greece itself self-suffi
cient in maintaining lawful peace. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Just a moment. 
There is no Russian offensive as such 
against Greece. It is a communistic in
filtration-and all of this -is a matter of 
argument-from surrounding satellite 
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countries. The question of who is to 
blame for what happened on the Greek 
border is one of the things which the 
United Nations itself will shortly decide. 
In my opinion, when that decision is 
made, unless the Soviets intervene with 
a veto, there will be established a border 
commission of the United Natio~and 
nothing in our plan would interfere with 
it at all-which will largely take over the 
responsibility of what happens on the 
border. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. MALONE. Did I correctly un

. 'derstand the Senator to say that with 
$400,000,000 and a few soldiers Greece 
can stop Russia? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Certainly not, 
1f Russia wants to invade Greece. 

Mr. MALONE. It seems to-me that 
my original question is still pertinent. 
What shall we do if Russia continues 
her travel through Europe which she 
has already started? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I cannot answer 
the Senator's question. 

Mr. MALONE. Shall we back down 
in Greece? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I cannot an
swer the Senator's question, because 
questions of that magnitude and that 
awful impact will have to be answered 
as the situation requires· when the time 
comes. I might as easily ask the Sen
ator, What shall we do if we allow Greece 
to collapse, if we allow Turkey to col
lapse, and if a chain reaction sets in 
which produces a Communist-dominated 
world from the Dardanelles to the China 
Sea and westward to the Atlantic Ocean, 
and we find ourselves substantially en
circled a few years hence by a com
munistic world? I might ask the Sena
tor, What shall we do under those cir
cumstances? I should not expect the 
Senator to answer the question, because 
no man can answer it. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. MALONE. I think that should be 

considered. Did the President say that 
our move into Greece is to stop Russia 
or the Russian people? Is that what he 
meant? · 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not think 
he said it was to stop Russia. As to 
what he meant, he will have to say for 
himself. 

Mr. MALONE. What did he say? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. He clearly indi

cated that the purpose was to stop · ag
gression and to defend the right of inde
pendent self-government in those two 
key places of the world. 

Mr. MALONE. Then, does .not that 
answer the question; that if RuSsia keeps 
coming we are in war? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
from Nevada will have to ariswer his own 
question, I repeat, just as every other 
Senator will have to answer the question 
for himself as to what will happen if we 
allow self -government to fail in Greece, 
if we allow independent government to 
fall in Turkey. whatever its character 
may be, and if we allow this chain re-

action to set in, which can easily con
sume three-fourths of the world. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President-
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; but I do 

not want to spend all afternoon on the 
fioor. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like earnestly 
to make this · reply to the Senator, that 
there are certainly very few facts in the 
report submitted by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations on the very things 
which some of us would like to know. l 
too want to preface my remarks, as the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES] has, with the state
ment that I am open-minded on this 
subject. Certainly some of the ques
tions being asked today should be asked 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am about to 
come to them~ if the Senator will permit 
me. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask a 
question, if the Senator will yield. Does 
the State Department have a foreign 
policy for every foreign country? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not know 
what the Senator's question means. 

Mr. WHERRY. I can indicate what 
it means. In the United States News-for 
February 7 Dean Acheson, Under Secre
tary of State, is quoted by the editor of 
that publication as stating that the 
State Department has a foreign policy 
for all foreign countries; that the policies 
are top secrets of the State Department 
and are known only to a few Army 
officers. Certainly the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan, the chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, ought 
to know if the Secretary of State has, 
such a policy and blueprint and program. 
If he does, I should like to ask a second 
question: Can the Senator give us the 
facts as to how far th~ State Depa:rtment 
wants to go? It is proposed that we 
start with Greece and Turkey. Are we 
to go from there to Korea, and from 
there back to Italy and then to France 
and then to Great Britain and then per
haps to Germany, and finally wind up in 
China? I think the Senator from Ne
vada asked a question which should be 
answered. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am sure he 
did. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is this foreign 
policy? Does the Senator from Michi
gan know it? If he does know it, why 
should not the Senate know it, if . the 
Senate votes to provide this initial loan? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
should consider the question submitted 
by the able Senator from . Nebraska to
tally incapable of being answered. This 
world is in a state of restless fiux; we 
cannot tell what the headlines on the 
front page will be day after tomorrow. 
If the State Department was smart 
enough to be able to have in its library 
a chart to cover its policy for the next 
year with respect to every country on 
the earth, it would be a State Department 
entitled to a higher -opinion than I have 
of it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield briefly. I 
should like to proceed. 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be brief. 
Does the State Department have the 

same policy in China that it has in con
tinental Europe, relative to stopping 
communism? Is it a consistent policy? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
we could go off on 50 of these detours 
if we wished to do so. The Senator from 
Nebraska knows perfectly well that I have 
stated publicly that I have been highly 
critical of the State Department's policy 
heretofore in China, because it has looked 
toward the creation of a coalition with 
Communists, and in my opinion no Com
munist ever entered a coalition for any 
purpose except to destroy it. Therefore, 
in that aspect, I have not been in step 
With some phases of the China policy 

·during the last year or two. Neverthe-
less, one of the greatest and ablest men 
of this Nation, gifted not only with a 
military sense but with a high sense of 
statesmanship, has spent a year-one of 
the best years of his life-in China, try
ing to work out a policy for this Nation; 
and so far as I am concerned, I have been 
quite willing that he should have the op
portunity to see whether it could be done. 

Again, I say no man can be dogmatic 
as to what are· the answers to these ques
tions in these difficult times. As to China, 
the answer apparently is that General 
Marshall's errand did not succeed. 

So far as I am concerned, I should 
think that the fulfillment of our great 
hopes in China rests upon the success 
with which Chiang Kai-shek can enlarge 
and liberalize his own national govern
ment, within which he has been able to 
assemble every political party in China 
except the armed Communists; and I 
should feel that in the case of China, as in 
the case of all other foreign nations, de
spite the characteristics of the Chinese 
Government-characteristics which we 
do not like, and which we would greatly 
prefer to change--our great hope in 
China, I say very frankly to the able-Sen
ator from Nebraska, would be for success 
for the generalissimo in enlarging and 
liberalizing his own Nationalist Govern
ment ·as against the armed Communists. 

V,Vhat the policy of the State Depart
ment is I am unable to testify. There is 
a considerable amount of misunder· 
standing about the so-called bipartisan 
foreign policy · in this country. I have 
tried to make that plain on several occa
sions. It is very narrowly channeled 
within very specific things; namely, the 
minor peace treaties in Europe and the 
activities of the United Nations. · 

I have never been consulted about the 
Chinese policy or the pan-American pol
icy or many other policies, and I am 
not in a position to be an expert witness 
for the Senator from Nebraska. My in
formation probably is a little more inti
mate than that of other Senators; but 
speaking generally, the facts are as I 
have indicated. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield there? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. . 
Mr. CONNALLY. In the interest of 

accuracy. and to do credit to General 
Marshall, it is iirue, is it not, that when 
he returned from China, before he later 
went back to ehina, he appeared before 
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the Foreign Relations Committee· and 
made a full disclosure of what he had 
been doing and what he hoped to do? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Oh, yes. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me for a minute? 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I trust that the dis

tinguished Senator from Michigan will 
not become impatient with me or with 
some other Senators who are askinfl 
quest ions. 

Mr. V .1.NDENBERG. I hope I did not 
indicate any impatience. 

Mr. WHERRY. I really feel that in 
the last hour I have learned more about 
these matters than I have learned at 
any other time during the Eightieth Con
gress. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
from Nebraska is welcome to any infor
mation I have. 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly, and we are 
seeking information. I hope the Sen
ator will take these questions in that 
light-namely, that those of us who are 
asking questions are not in any way at
tempting to disrupt the program. On 
the other hand, I think we have an en
tire right to have the full light of every 
fact that is available. 

Personally, I could not understand the 
policy in China. I do not understand it 
today. I certainly think it has been an 
inconsistent policy, and I should like to 
know more about it. 

I cannot understand the policy in 
South A:nerica. Here we arc going to 
stop communism abroad, and yet under 
Mr. Braden we went into Argentina and 
used the Embassy as the seat of com
munism in an election in which we inter
vened. I canna~ understand that policy, 
and I think we have a right to know 
what the policy is g_oing to be; and I 
think we also have a right to know. the 
amount of money which will be used for 
the purpose of the pending bill. Cer
tainly, if it ir going to run into billions 
of dollars, a time will come when it will 
not be a question of whether we want 
to take the moral and spiritual leader
ship; for if the United States becomes 

·bankrupt and insolvent there will be no 
chance for America to give the kind of 
leadership that is now contemplated. 

There is nothing in the report to indi
cate what we might be led into if the 
eventualities which have been suggested 
by the distinguished Senator from Ne
vada should come to pass. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
the first part of the Senator's last inter
ruption I can cordially welcome. So far 
as I am concerned, I have gone to ex
treme lengths in endeavoring to provide 
the Senate with information, as the ques
tionnaire which is on the desks of Sen
ators clearly shows. I hope I have 
demonstrated no impatie~e in under
taking to answer factual questions. 

So far as the Senator's later expressed 
view is concerned, I can only sa~· that, 
again, that is a matter of opinion, and 
the Senator is entitled to his opinion. 

But when he complains that the report 
of the committee does not draw a blue
print which answers every question 
which can arise day after tomorrow in 

this distraught earth, when no man 
knows for 20 minutes at a time what is 
going to happen, the Senator from Ne
braska is asking something tot ally un
reasonable, from my point of view. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, has the 
Senator finished? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Finished what? 
. Mr. PEPPER. Has the Senator from 

Michigan finished his reply to the Sena
tor from Nebraska? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. One never fin
ishes replying to the Senator from Ne
braska. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Michigan probably will. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr . President, unless 
the Senator from Nebraska desires to 
make further inquiries at this time, I ask 
the Senator from Michigan to yield 
to me. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I was going to ask the 

distinguished Senator whether he thinks 
that what prompted the able Senator 
from Nebraska to ask his questions was 
perhaps a dilemma in which some Sen
ators may find themselves as to whether 
wE should regard the President's recom
mendation as indicating a general policy, 
or whether we should regard it in the 
light of what the State Department 
might regard as an incident or event 
somewhat localized in character. Does 
the Senator think there might be some 
justification for the belief that the Presi
dent made it clear that he was speaking 
about a policy? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
think that is a fair question. I think 
the President's message defined what is 
being done in terms of a doctrine, a little 
more definitely than I interpret the sit
uation, as I undertook to make plain 
when I presented the plan from the For
eign Relations Committee. .To me it is 
a plan; it is a part of a pattern, and as 
such is to be distinguished from a policy. 
I would not want to disguise any phase 
of this matter, because' of all the things 
I believe in one of the most important 
is that the country should be candidly 
dealt with in a question of this nature. 
I agree to that completely. The Ameri
can people are not children; they do not 
wish to be fooled; they want the facts 
and the truth. 

As I tried to say when I presented 
the matter more formally a few days ago, 
it would be silly to attempt to ignore the 
implications which are involved in this 
plan and pattern. To what extent and 
fu what direction it ultimately expresses 
itself, the Senator from Florida can guess 
as well as I can. I only submit that in 
making that sort of a guess we must 
parallel it with a guess as to what may 
happen if we do not do what the Presi
dent recommends. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. In furtherance of the 

policy indicated by the President, which 
possibly the Senator from Nebraska and 
others of us have in mind, in the first 
place is the fact that . the President ap
peared personally before a joint sessison 
of the Congress, rather than requesting 

aid in the way of an ordinary routine 
message; in the second · place, the Presi
dent .started right off: 

The gravity of the situation which con
fronts the world t oday necessi t ates my ap
pearance before a joint session of the Con
g""" 'ess. 

The next line of the President's mes
sage is: 

The foreign policy and the national secu
rity of this country are involved . 

Then at a lat er place in the President's 
message , on page 4 as it is print ed, the 
President said: 

I believe that it must be the policy of the 
United St ates to support fr ee peoples who 
are resisting attempt ed subjugation by armed 
minorities or by outside pressures. 

From those words I think anyone would 
undoubtedly be justified in assuming 
that the Congress was asked to pass on 
.a momentous matter, that we were asked~ 
by the President to approve a policy 
rather than a condition, for the reasons 
stated by the President in his message. 

If it is a policy, it is a fair inquiry as 
to what is the implication of the policy, 
what is its significance? If it is merely 
an incident, if it is only a particular situ
ation, then we can more adequately esti
mate what it will cost, and it is a matter 
of limited implication and significance. 

Of course. none of ui can control what 
is said in the press, but when w~ find men 
like Walter Lippman, and other eminent 
columni~ts, discussing this as a ' 'policy," 
and when we find it in the press of the 
country, in the comments of the country, 
compared by responsible people with the 
Monroe Doctrine, then would not the 
Senator think in all fairness that there 
was some justification for the feeling 
that we are here about to make a mo
mentous decision, and that it is one of 
the utmost gravity to the Nation? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
agree completely with the Senator that 
there is justification for the deepest 
searching of souls I have known of in 
the 19 years I have been a Member of 
this body, because unquestionably we 
here assume a position of fidelity in re
spect to our ideals to a degree which 
heretofore has never been so plainly 
stated. 

What we stand for may be a matter of 
argument, but I am unable to believe 
that we do not all stand for the right
eousness of independent liberties to 
which the President fundamentally ad
dressed himself. I am very sure the 
Senator from Florida does. 

What that involves for day after to
morrow, I can only repeat, depends upon· 
day 3.fter tomorrow. I sometimes wonder 
if the Great Architect of the Universe 
Himself knows what is going to happen 
day -after tomorrow. Certainly no Sen
ator upon this ftoor does. 

I cannot answer questions based upon 
hypotheses which are put together out 
of the utterly ruthless factors which are 
at large in this world upon the one hand, 
and the utterly desperate factors of fam
ine and want and subjugation which are 
involved on the other. 

Mr. PEPPER. I should like to inter
ject, if the Senator will allow me, that 
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what he has sai!d is characteristic of his 
app1"0ach all the- way through this mat
ter, and I wish to commend him for it.," 
and also to commend. the President. The 
President did no.t quibble, he did not 
weasel, he did not tr~ t() evade. He 
laid the matter squarely before the Con
gress in a .}oint session, and the first 
sentence he used referred to the gravity 
of the situation. But by the same taken 
candor bids me say that in my opinion -
the State Department has not been 
equally candid in its presentation of the 
matter. I feel that it fs only fair that 
we understand that we are making here 
a decision which may be a matter of 
policy, or, to use the interesting figure 
of· the able Senator from Michigan, a 
part of a pattern, I believe, rather than 
using the word "policy." 

H I may drop to a detan--
Mr. VANDENBERG. Before. the Sen

ator leaves that point, I should like to 
say a word. 

Mr. PEPPER. Very well. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. What the Sen

ator says is substantially tJrue. I de
cline to gloss over any ·phase or factor 
ot tbe problem with which we are con
fronted. When I presented tbe matter 
I said that there must be no soft lllu
sions about what we do. I must con
stantly add. that there are no soft mu
Slons as to what happens to us wben 
we confront the Soviet Union, in one 
contrnversy after anotber, utterly un
able to make any progTess in behalf of 
fundamental rights and human free
doms. 

If one is looking for the larger impli
cations, consideration with me is whether 
o:r not it is possihle to make real progress 
by a program of absolute candor in deal
ing WJth Moscow, candor not only in 
assuring Russia that we do not have an 
iota of conquest against her in our souls, 
candor, on the othe:r band, that we do 
ha~e in our- souls a lot of iron in respect 
to our ideals. I am unable to believe, I 
repeat, that that is not the most hope
ful aproacb to a pacific. s.ettlement in
stead o:f an approach which would notify 
the Politburo in Moscow that the Con
gress of the United States has divided 
with the President of the United States, 
that the people have divided behind 
them, and all in the world that Commu
nist aggression has to do is to wait for 
us to collapse. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. PEPPER. I think, again, the Sen

ator has been just as fair and just as can
did as an honest mind, well informed, 
could be. 

Is it not also fair to infer, from what 
the Senator has said, that the provoca
tion for this policy, or pattern, is the ex
isting situation of the Soviet Union and 
this country, vis-a-vis; that this is not 
a relief bill for Greece, but relief for 
Greece is an incident which could be han
dled in several different ways_; that the 
real significance of this pattern, this pol
icy, we are asked to approve, ·is the belief 
of the President, and the belief of the 
State Department, and the belief of the 
able chairman of the-Committee on For
eign Relations, that. what is proposed is 
the- right position for us to take vis-a-vis 
our relations in the world today with the 
Soviet Union? 

Mr VANDENBERG. -:Fbe SenatGr says · 
tbis is not a r~lief bi.D for G.reeee,. in fact .. 

Mr. PBPPE& I mean thai :relief is. not; 
the major element. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Enctly. In or
der to assess the justification for tbe 
Senator's statement, we sbali have to 
define the word "reUef... _ 

MF. PEPPER. I me-an economic re
lief, if the Senator will aDow. 
· Mr. VANDENBERG. Very weD. tJo

fortunateJy, as the Committee on FOr
eign Relations of the Senate unanimously 
believ~s. economic relief for Greece by 
itself is tutne and useless. It is simply 
a transient bounty, wbieh w.m go down 
the drain the way the othe:r bmlnties ha~e 
gone, for tbe Jast a years, except as Greeee 
can be aSS1lred of a Jamul peace- within 
which to develop her own institutions·. So 
it seems to me that the word "relief"" 
which the Senator used, in its la:rger 
sense, in the first instance, is the sense 
in which the word applies, and on that 
basis I think it is a relief measure. 

Mr. PEPPER. Win the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. PEPPER. Am I coned in infer

ring that the sense in which the Senator 
is now us-ing the term "relief" would alsa 
be large enough to include the word 
"security"'!? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; I think so. 
The Senator from Michigan would not 
want to relreat a sixteenth of an inch 
from the feeling whfch he d.eepJy has, 
that the security of the United States 
is involved in the creation of a world 
in which Communist aggression has 
stopped, on a pacifie baSTs, if there is any 
human \\l'aY to achieve that abjective; 
and that is the effort in which the Sena
tor from Michigan thinks be is engaged. 

Mr. PEPPER. So, the Senator is 
honest and sincere in his belief. as was 
the President in· ·hrs p·:tesentation. that 
t~is measure fs necesSRey on tbe ·part of· 
the United states, vis-a-vfs its relation
ships wfth Russia as a world power, and. 
vis-a-vis the spread and eontagi.on of 
communism in the west. · 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. I think so .. 
.Mr. PEPPER. Now. :ff the Senator win 

let me drop down to a lesser detan, I do 
not recaU that a statement has ever been 
made, either on the :floor or in the com
mittee, tls: to what was the amount of the 
British aid to the Turkish armed foroes 
before that aid was withdrawn. Does 
the Senator happen to have that info·r
mation? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 do not have ft 
available at the moment. 

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will yield 
further, it was: my understanding that 
what p-recipitated primarily our proffer 
of aid for the armed forces of Greece 
was the withdrawal of such aid by the 
British Nation; and I wondered how the 
amount tbat the Bntisb had been con
tributing oompru-ed with the aiOOunt that 
we propose to contribute in the next 15 
months? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not have 
those figures at thee moment. 

Now, Mr. President--
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, win the 

Senator yield, before be enters mxm an
other branch of the subject? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 

MY.· LUCAS. There' has b$:m .mum 
&:fle£11Jation m this demale, and , tJle..re 
have been many imptie:atims draw as 
to what may or may; not, happen as ~ Jre
suJt of tbis eoute-mpl!llted ~m. In 
view of tile fact. tbat. tbe debate has been 
proceeding en that. premise, worud tlle 
Se-uato1' eare w make an obs:enation with 
respect t.o tb& impJicatiQD tbe leaden of 
Ru.ssia might make, in the eVr'eftt, tbe 
pending biD proltidi:ng fo:r tbe Greek Joan 
and the Turkish loan should be de-feated 
by the Senat,e, so. fali as oommunism. be
ing 1.dvanced into· the Balkan rountries 
is tooce-rned? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I ihink I made 
a statement on that subjeet before the 
Senato:r· eame- in, but I am ~l"Yf g]ad' to 
answer it again, and categoricallY'~ It 
is tbe- fundamental point. I bad in mind 
when I said that wrhf.fe Senators aJ"e> per
fectly free agents to vote as they pJeare 
on this Issue, . one of the- faetcrs they 
must C""nsider is the price of noncom
pliance with the President"s recommen
dation. Whethe-r one likes. it or not, he 
cannot escape the fae-t that thai is one 
of the- things that must be put in be 
balances when eonscienee weighs Us de
cision. 

The Senator from Jmnois is askmg me 
what Js the price of nonoompJiMre, and 
I say to him, as I said before., that it.' 
seems: to me, in \dew of the basic JlfSY
chvJogy wbieb is eo:ns.tantJy involved in 
relatiOllShips between the United Sta e.s 
and the Soviet Union~ in vie of that 
oontrovers1aJ psychology, and in 'Vie-w of 
the- reeord of the- past, 6 years,. if divisive 
refusal to unify the Presidential and 
congressiona] vo11ces should beeome ap... 
Jn,:rent, it would be a sb ight: notice to 
the &lvie- Union in aeoordaace with 
tbeii old po]Jcy of waiting for us to sur
render, eithe.r through our impatience o:r 
tbrt>ugb our anxiety to do business at any 
pdt:'-· l:n my opinion, the eba.n.ee of ever· 
getting anotber paei:fie agreement witb · 
Moorow wooJd have disa;r)peared . fo.r 
keeps. -

Mr. LUCAS. :r should bh to ask the 
ab1e Senator a ftJrtber ~Jon~ J::kles 
he agree- with me that the refUsal of tbe 
Senate to grant the Greeo-Tminsh loan 
W/Ol:l!)d be almost tantamount, to an mvi-· 
tation to Russia to spread the emn
munistie doctrine in Greece and Turkey? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. Pl'es:ident, 
the a:nswrer is obviously yes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Then, afte:r that, let me
say--

Mr. VANDENBERG. But before the 
Senator takes his next step, J remind 
him that when l presented this matter 
in the first instanee, I dealt directly with . 
that matter. 

Mr. LUCAS. I regret that I was not 
present at the time. 

Mr. VANDE"NBERG. I then asked a 
few questions. For instance, .ff you were 
a citizen of Athens and were on the rim 
of Communist invasion and subjugation· 
if under sueh circumstances yo.ur only 
hope was that held out by the message 
of the President of the United states, 
a:nd if you heard that Congress had' de
clined to join forees on any basfs with . 
the President of the United states, in _ 
his pur:rmse, what would you d'o, as a 
citizen of Athens, except resign yourself 
to the inevitable? 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3477 
What would you do if you were a citi

zen of Ankara, and had been paying a 
majority of your taxes for the purpose of 
maintaining an army of defense along 
your country's border line in connection 
wit:t a war of nerves which had all but 
exhausted not only your nerves but your 
resources, and the President of the United 
States had said, "Something must be 
done to protect the integrity of this 
Turkish people"-what would you think 
if you were a citizen of Ankara under 
those circumstances, and the word came 
that the Congress of the United States 
had declined to proceed in the direction 
indicated by the President, namely, that 
the integrity of Turkey must be de
fended?. What would you do except re
sign yourself to the inevitable? 

And what would you do if you were 
a member of the Politburo in Moscow, 
if you got the word? What would you 
do? The question answers itself. ' 

Mr. LUCAS. I totally agret- with the 
Senator. It seems to me that what he 
has said in the last few moments touches · 
the vital problem with which the Sen
ate should concern itself. Favorable and 
prompt action on the pending bill is vital 
to the safety and security of our coun
try. It is vital to the citizens of Greece 
and Turkey, :'l..S the Senator has so well 
expressed it. But, following that up, if 
the Senate does not uphold the hands of 
the President of the United States, I 
undertake to say that it will be an invita
tion to Russia to spread the doctrine of 
communism through the Balkan coun
tries. What is then to be done? The 
able Senator from Nevada has been 
talking about war, saying this is a road 
to war with Russia. What are we then 
to do, after we shall have denied the 
President's request for a loan, so far as 
our own defenses are concerned? In 
my humble opinion we must retire into 
our own economic and political shell and 
begin preparing for a World War III 
some time in the future. 

I understand and appreciate the risk 
we take in traveling on either road, but 
I am unable to believe, as the able Sena
tor from Nevada indicated, that this is 
the road to war. I definitely think, if 
there is going to be any· peace at all in 
this world, that what the President has 
requested the Senate of the United 
States to do is the primary road away 
from war. I am as sure as that I am 
standing here on the floor of the Senate 
that once communism spreads its un
godly influence throughout Europe and 
Asia and finally reaches the shores of 
South America, and we are totally en
circled by it, some day soon we will wake 
up with another war in progress,. and we 
will have a difficult time defending our
selves against the rest of the world under 
those circumstances. 

Mr. McMAHON and Mr. WILSON ad
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
before I yield further I desire to make 
an additional comment in view of the 
observation made by the able Senator 
from Illinois. I spoke about the reaction 
of the citizen of Athens and about the 
reac~ion of the citizen of Ankara. I am 
not primarily interested in those reac
tions because of my interest in Athens 
or in Ankara. I am interested in them 

because it · seems to me that if they are 
what they inevitably must be in the 
event of the failure of this program, im
mediately Communist aggression, subju
gation, and conquest have been extended 
to two key points in the world's geogra
phy and the cP,ain reaction is almost as 
surely as anything in this word to extend 
from the Dardanelles to the China Sea, 
and, I repeat, westward to the Atlantic. 
I am interested in what the citizen of 
Athens and the citizen of Ankara think 
because of the effect of their thinking 
upon the security of my own United 
States. I think everything we do should 
stem from an understanding of our own 
intelligent self-interest. 

I now yield to the Senator ·from Con
necticut. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a comment. The 
Senator was asked as to what he thought 
the price of noncompliance would be if 
we failed to vote this loan. The Senator 
will recollect that, within perhaps 48 
hours after the President made this rec
ommendation, I commented to him to 
the effect that I did not know· about the 
outcome of our efforts at Lake Success 
to bring about effective control of atomic 
energy, but I felt certain in my bones 
that if we did not go forward and uphold 
the President's hand in this situation, we 
would find that we would positively make 
no progress in those negotiations, which I 
for one look on as the basis of keeping 
the peace. I say to the Senator that if 
we were to retreat and defeat this loan 
we would see an immediate closing of 
those negotiations, which may be closed 
without success, and which may result 
in an atomic war. But we have at least 
got a chP.nce of fair success if we tell 
Russia that we intend to uphold the 
President's hand, as the Senator has 
pointed out that we must. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am glad the Senator from Connecticut 
made that observation. A few moments 

. ago I indicated, I think in response to the 
able Senator from Florida, that while 
we are here dealing specifically with only 
one segment of a problem, and that is 
all that is im olved at this particular 
point, nevertheless there is a general 
pattern due to the fact that we find 
ourselves in this same type of collision 
and controversy tn almost every forum on 
earth wherever the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America confront each 
other. 

In giving some examples at that time 
I neglected to refer to the problem of 
atomic energy, I am grateful to the Sen
ator from Connecticut for reminding me 
of it, because that is the overriding ex
hibit of all, which clearly demonstrates 
that we must go to everlasting lengths not 
only in preserving our own atomic secret 
but in endeavoring to find a common de
nominator on this earth whereby not only 
the United States but also the Soviet 
Union can join in outlawing the use of 
fissionable material for destructive pur
poses. That is just one more of those 
dire necessities which challenge us not 
to meet the Soviet Union tomorrow after
noon with defiance, but to meet it in firm 
friendliness, making them understand, on 
the one hand that we do not pose one 
single conquest against them and that we 

have every purpose to help defend their 
legitimate rights and boundaries, and 
have offered a 40-year contract to do it, 
but making them understand, on the 
other hand, that the price of an agree
ment in this world in which communism 
and free enterprise can live and let live 
is an acknowledgment of the fact that 
the United States of America stands for 
some human rights and fundamental 
principles which are too priceless to be 
surrendered. Except as that conscious
ness can be driven into the Moscow mind 
we cannot hope for the agreement for 
which I am pleading. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. WILSON. I wish to ask a ques

tion in order to clarify the situation in 
my owr ... mind. I find on page 3 of the 
bill, subsection <3>, this language: 
by detailing a limited number of members 
of the mil1tary service of the United States 
to assist those countries, in an advisory ca
pacity only. 

The ·~otal appropriation for Greece is 
$300,000,000, is it not? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; $150,000,000 
of it for military supplies. 

Mr. WILSON. ·Does the Senator feel 
that that is a limited amount? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That it is what? 
Mr. WILSON. That one-half of the 

total amount which is to be devoted to 
military supplies represents a limited 
amount of such supplies? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; because the 
fundamental need in Greece, according 
to every testimony we received, is thE- cre
ation of lawful peace within which Greece 
can rehabilitate herself, and there is 
reasonable hope that if lawful peace is 
established in Greece, Greece can rebuild 
herself with the resources which she now 
possesses, and those which are to be made 
available to her not only here, but in a 
subsequent relief bill. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG; Yes. 
Mr. WILSON. I know that what the 

Senator told me is the hope and the 
ambition of many, but can the Senator 
tell me where in the report of the For
eign Relations Committee we can find 
anything to substantiate his opinion? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
we are right back to the same thing we 
discussed for an hour earlier in the day, 
if I may say so with deference to the 
Senator. No man can be dogmatic on 
this subject. I may be as wrong as I 
can be--

Mr. WILSON. Oh, no--
Mr. VANDENBERG. But this is a 

world in flux. There is no blueprint for 
it after tomorrow. 

My hope may not be justified, but in 
my opinion it is justified. That is all 
there is to it. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield again? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. wn.,soN. I am sorry I nettled 

the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan. I was simply asking for informa
tion. I think the people would like to 
have the information. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. So would I. 
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Mr. \VffiSON. Why did not the Sena

tor, then, instead of making a speech in 
answer to my question, say he did not 
know? I am asking for information. 
I think the chairman of the Foreign Re
lations Committee ought to say either 
"Yes" or "No." I asked only for. one 
thing. God knows, I want to do right. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. What is the 
Senator's question? 

Mr. WILSON. I am afraid to repeat 
it, because the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan did not understand it to begin 
with. I wanted him to tell me where in 
the report of the committee I can find 
the things to justify the statements he 
has made. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. All I can say to 
my able friend from Iowa is that I think 
he will find throughout the committee 
report the answer to his question, insofar 
as an answer is possible. What I tried 
to say previously to the Senator was that 
I did not think there was any answer 
to the Senator's question. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. A moment 

ago the Senator said that it was impos
sible to form a coalition government with 
the Communist Party in any nation. My 
question is this: The United Nations is 
in effect a coalition government. We 
cannot take the Communists into a coali
tion government because, as the Senator 
said, if we take them into it they will 
try to destroy it. The only reason they 
would come in would be to sabotage and 
destroy tt. Is that a basis for lack of 
confiricnce in the United Nations, because 
the Soviet Union is part of a world coali
tion government? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In the first place, 
I do not think think there is a lack of 
confidence in the United Nations today. 
On the contrary, I should say that dur
ing the past 3 weeks the response which 
has come to the President's program has 
indicated a greater degree of confidence 
in the United Nations than I had ever 
supposed existed. In fact, I have found 
the United ~ations embraced and glori
fied upon many occasions during the past 
3 weeks by those who heretofore have 
had no use whatever for it. So I can
not accept the Senator's premise that 
there is a lack of confidence in the 
United Nations. 

I shall try to answer the remainder 
of the Senator's question, which I think 
is a fair question. Frankly, the United 
Nations is not a government. It was not 
intended to be a government. It totally 
lacks the characteristics of a government. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. What is 
it, then? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is an associa
tion of nations for a given set of pur;
poses, +hose pur-poses being to sustain 
and further international peace and se
curity, human rights, and fundamental 
freedoms. In the operation of the United 
Nations one of the functional difficulties 
which is constantly developing question 
marks in the popular mind, to which the 
Senator refers, is the Soviet use of the 
veto. So, in a degree, the thing to which 
I referred applies even to our relation
ships in the United Nations. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Why was 
there so much talk about surrendering 
sovereignty to the United Nations if the 
United Nations is not a government, and 
if it has none of the qualifications or 
qualities of a government?' 

Mr. VANDENBERG. There was no 
surrender of sovereignty except on a vol
untary basis. I do not think there is any 
surrender of sovereignty in the United 
Nations. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. BUSHFIELD. I had understood

and I think the President so stated-that 
the proposed aid to Greece was for the 
purpose of helping a free people. Does 
the Senator suggest for one moment that 
the Greeks are a free people? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The present 
Government of Greece, according to ap
proximately 600 American observers, 
was chosen in an absolutely free election. 
To that extent I should say that it has 
credentials of popufar support exceed
ing those of some. other governments ·we 
might mention. Whether that election 
was preceded by terrorism on one side 
or the other which affected the result 
and caused certain factions from vot
ing, I am unable to say. But certainly 
the monarchy is not a democracy in any 
such sense as we use the word, if that is 
what the Senator means. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. That was the point 
I was about to suggest. Greece is a mon
archy. In no particular is it a republic 
or a democracy. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is 
quite correct. Greece is a monarchy. It 
is a self-chosen monarchy, at least on 
the record, and according to substantial 
testimony supporting the procedure 
which produced it. The fact remains 
that Greece is still an independent na
tion: and it is the independence of 
Greece, rather than the democracy of 
Greece, which is the sine qua non in this 
situation. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? _ 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER . . The able Senator has 

made a very good case for the obligation 
of this country to use its influence, and 
if necessary, its power, to preserve the 
independence and protect the security 
of Turkey and Greece. I assume the 
Senator would extend that principle to 
other nations and other peoples as well. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. I would 
extend it completely to Soviet peoples. 

Mr. PEPPER. And to other peoples 
as well. 
_ Mr. VANDENBERG. Certainly. 

Mr. PEPPER. I ask the Senator if he 
does not think it is an arguable question, 
about which there may be an honest dif
ference of opinion, as to whether the 
method which is here proposed is the 
most desirable method for the United 
States to employ in the execution of such 
a policy and in the discharge of such an 
obligation? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have discov-
ered that it is an arguable thesis. . 

Mr. PEPPER. The thing which I 
should like to have the Senator acknowl
edge is the fact that there may be some 

justification for difference of opinion on 
the subject. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me interrupt 
the Senator and say categorically "Yes." 
I repeat that no man has a right to be 
dogmatic on this subject. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is characteristic 
of the fair attitude of the able Senator 
from Michigan. · 

There are two categories of action 
which might justify the concern of a 
great many people. One involves the 
question as to what we should do at an 
international conference, for example, 
where the question of the control of the 
Dardanelles is at issue, what we should 
do as a friend of Turkey if pressure were 
to be exerted against the ·security and 
independence of Turkey and we were 
called upon to express an opinion or take 
a position as a nation upon that question. 

In quite another category is the ques
tion of what we should do, as an indi
vidual nation and as a member of the 
United Nations, if Turkey were attacked 
by Russia or any other nation. We 
might be called upon to go to the aid of 
other nations. It seems to me that the 
second category involves entirely differ
ent tactics. In this case it is proposed 
that we start in the first instance by 
sending a military mission to Turkey and 
contributin~ $100,000,000 in the next 15 
months for the equipment, training, and 
maintenance of the Turkish Army in 
Turkey. 

My point is this: Cannot the Senator 
see that Senators might conscientiously 
feel that we might well exhaust every
thing that could be done in the first 
category before resorting to a precedent 
which many consider dangerous, namely, 
for the first time sending a military mis
sion to Turkey and putting up $100,000,-
000 in 15 months, without knowing 
whether or not we shall have to put up 
more hereafter, to equip, train, and 
maintain a Turkish army in Turkey? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I recognize the 
difference in the categories to which the 
Senator refers. All I can do is to repeat 
what I said when I presented the report 
in the first instance. I think there is a 
crying, fundamental need for Washing
ton and Moscow to confront each other 
with" all the cards face-up on the table 
with respect to ali the various points of 
divergence and controversy. Where I 
"differ with the Senator is that I think 
the procedure to which we here commit 
ourselves, far from interfering with that 
sort of a show-down, infinitely encour
ages the kind of a result which ought to 
come from it if the result is to be of any 
advantage, because otherwise I fear the 
Politburo in Moscow would misunder
stand, as it has so often. in the past, the 
extent to which we tenaciously adhere to 
some of our ideals ·and some of our de
signs. I think one of the prerequisites 
to a successful contact of the sort I am 
discussing is an understanding in Moscow 
that the days when we signed on dotted 
lines at war conferences have gone. I 
am not saying that we should not have 
done so, though God knows· that when a 
man signs on the dotted line in a -war 
conference it involves the possible loss 
of millions of· American lives, neverthe
less we signed on dotted lines .at con-
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ferences. But until it is perfectly clear 
that we are no longer signing on dotted 
lines my point is that I think even our 
friends in Moscow could not misunder
stand the necessity which would be in
volved in the agreement for which I pray. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
.senator yield further? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. But, Mr. President, 

have we not been hearing it said for at 
least a year that we had already adopted, 
through the State Department and with· 
the able assistance of the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan, a get-tough pol
icy with Russia; that we were standing 
up at international conferences; that 
we actually stood up, as it were, on the 
matter of the Dardanelles; that we had 
given notice to Russia that we would not 
acquiesce in her pressing for exclusive 
control of these countries, or even for 
control of the Black Sea powers and the 
Qardanelles; and have we not been send
ing battleships, or at least cruisers and 
destroyers, there which may be there 
now? And did we not send the carrier 
Franklin D. Roosevelt there and let the 
planes meet in the sky during the time 
of the Greek election; and have not all 
those manifestations been made by us 
as a nation in the exercise of our own 
sovereignty to indicate that we were 
standing up for principles? Can we not 
in the United Nations, can we not in 
our international councils, and can we 
not as a nation in the discharge of our 
own obligations stand up for principle 
and for the security of these countries 
without resorting to the precedent of 
sending a military mission, which we 
have never done before, to Turkey, to 
train, equip, and maintain an army in 
Turkey, 4,000 miles from the United 
States of America? · 

That is the serious question with which 
many of us are troubled. Can we not 
accomplish it in some other way, without 
adopting this dangerous precedent which 

·from now on will give the Soviet Union 
practical justification to do the same 
thing in any nation in the world, includ
ing South America, if she should choose 
to do so? 

One last question to add to that. Sup
pose, Mr. President, that a little while 
ago, when Peron, the President of Ar
gentina, was shouting against Yankee 
imperialism and contending · against the 
United States in Argentina's domestic 
election, he had indicated that he was 
receiving Russian assistance; suppose 
Russia had sent a military mission over 
there and said, "We will send you some 
military equipment and will show you 
how to use it and we will provide $100,-
000,000 for the next 15 months to main
tain an Argentine Army to protect you 
in your fear against Yankee imperial
ism." What would we have said about 
that? If we do this, how can we say 
that Russia will be doing anything more 
wrong than we are doing if she does the 
same thing in some other nation of the 
world? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is that the end 
of the question? 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; that is the end. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President--
Mr. VANDENBERG. ' Wait a minute. 

I have the encyclopedia to answer first. 

Mr. PEPPER. · I do not know of a 
Webster's unabridged dictionary that 
would be more capable of responding to 
the question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The fundamen
tal difference between the able Senator 
from Florida and myself in this particu
lar situation in which we find ourselves 
is a very simple one. The Government 
of Greece has said to us, "Except as we 
can have your aid, not only ' your eco
nomic aid but your aid to strengthen 
our resources in the defense of lawful 
peace, except as we can have these things 
promptly, immediately, there is little or 
no hope for us to maintain our inde
pendence." 

In my opinion, which evidently differs 
from that of the Senator from Florida, 
the downfall of Greece under existing 
circumstances would expand the satellite 
movement of communism to a point 
where it would outflank Turkey and in
evitably produce the same result in Tur
key; and having been produced in Tur
key, in the opinion of the Senator from 
Michigan, it would be an almost irresist
ible chain reaction across areas of the 
earth which would finally bring us into 
an exposure and a hazard which we had 
far better confront in its incipience at 
this point than to wait for its accumu
lation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President-
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, .before 

the Senator finishes--
Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not like to 

filibuster this bill, Mr. President. I rose 
.about 2 hours ago to keep the record 
straight with respect to one or two things 
that had been said by previous speakers. 
My sincere feeling is that whatever the 
Senate intends to do about this matter, 
we ought to be about the business of do
ing it, because if our answer is "yes," the 
sooner the world knows that the answer 
is "yes," the less hazardous it will be for 
us. If our answer is "no," whatever 
chance Greece has to live to recoup in 
other directions will be the greater the 
sooner she has that answer. So I should 
like to proceed, if possible, with some 
progress on the bill itself this afternoon, 
and I am wondering whether as a re
ward for this rather prolonged catechism 
I could get a unanimous consent agree
ment to vote on the pending amendment 
in 10 minutes. I make that request, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, reserving the right to object, 
I shall be glad to help the Senator all I 
can to reach an early disposition of the 
pending measure. I think we ought to 
dispose of it at the earliest possible time. 
But when the Senator says-quite good 
naturedly, of course, and I do not think 
he really meant it-that the time con
sumed in answering the questions which 
have been propounded is in the nature 
of a filibuster--

Mr. VANDENBERG. I did not say 
there was a filibuster. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Michigan said he did not want a fili
buster. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
Senator said he did not want a filibu~ter, 
and therefore he did not want to answer 
any more questions. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope the Sen
ator will not take any of my sins unto 
himself. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am 
not complaining. I simply want to ob
serve that when there are so many ques
tions the Renate has not finished its job 
yet. Until all the questions are resolved 
and until everyone is satisfied, I think 
the discussion should proceed. We 
speak of free speech in this body, and 
certainly we should go ahead with the 
discussion of this measure until all 
Members of the Senate have finished 
the debate and until all questions are 
answered. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
from Colorado does not complain of any 
efforts I have made to limit considera
tions; does he? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Oh, no; 
except the Senator from Michigan just 
asked unanimous consent that the Sen
ate vote within ten minutes on the pend
ing alflendments. I thought he made 
that proposal jokingly, but then he fol
lowed it with what I thought was a 
serious request. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator 
from Colorado would not blame me for 
trying; would he? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; but 
I was going to suggest to the Senator 
from Michigan that I myself would like 
to make a unanimous request that the 
Senate vote on this question at 5 o'clock 
on Monday. 

However, the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. LANGER] v:ho had to leave the 
floor of the Senate a few moments ago, 
asked me whether I would object to a 
unanimous-consent proposal to have the 
Senate vote this afternoon; and I agreed 
to it. Until the Senator from North 
Dakota is present, I would not wish even 
so much as to suggest the unanimous
consent agreement which I had in 
mind; namely, to have the Senate vote 
at 5 o'clock on Monday afternoon on the 
bill and on all amendments pertaining 
thereto. 

But for the reasons I have already 
stated, I must object to the unanimous
consent request that has been made by 
the Senator from .Michigan. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me 
before he yields the floor? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. WHERRY. I do not desire to live 

up to the observation made by the Sen
ator from Michigan; namely, that the 
Senator from Nebraska is never finished. 
I am not on my feet for that purpose. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope the Sen
ator from Nebraska understood me. 

Mr. WHERRY. I certainly did. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I did not mean 

he is never terminated; I meant he is 
never plowed under. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, on the 
theory that I am never plowed under, 
and without attempting to keep the Sen
ator from Michigan on his feet much 
longer, I should like to ask several ques
tions, if he will answer them. 

First, what military equipment does 
the Senator from Michigan believe we 
can learn, from the report or elsewhere, 
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will be shipped to Greece for the purpose 
of reestablishing the peace that is needed 
there, and also what military equipment 
will go to TUrkey? As I understand, 
$300,000,000 of the $400,000,000 will be 
set aside for both Greece and Turkey for 
military purposes. Am I correct in that 
understanding? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think so, that 
is approximately correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to know 
whether any tanks are to be shipped to 
those countries or whether any heavy 
artillery is to be shipped to them. In 
short, what will be required to reestab
lish the peace ¥£hich we are told . we are 
going to have in Greece? 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHERRY. I ask the Senator 
from Massachusetts to wait for a few 
moments. Does the distinguished Sen
ator from Michigan know from the rec
ord and the report the answers to the 
questions I have asked? • 

Mr. VANDENBERG. ' Mr. President, 
the first thing I wish to say, in answer
ing, is in respect to naval equipment, 
because I distinctly remember the an
r.wer in that respect. The answer is that 
the naval equipment will largely con
sist of mine sweepers, for the purpose of 
clearing harbors. 

So far as the military phase is con
cerned, the able Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. LoDGE], who has a keener 
mind on that phase of the matter than 
I have, probably could give the Senator 
from Nebraska a better answer than I 
could; and, accordingly, I shall be very 
glad to yield to the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. 
Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, insofar as 

Greece is concerned, I think I am correct 
in stating that it is not planned to send 
any weapons larger than infantry mor
tars. I do not think it.is planned to send 
any tanks. Most of the military supply 
will be signal equipment, such as walkie
talkie sets and other forms of radio. 
Such equipment is the most difficult kind 
to learn to handle, and consequently 
most of the instruction which will be 
given will be in the operation of such 
signal and communications sets. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to say to 
the distinguished Senator that I read 
the speech he made, even though I did 
not have an opportunity to hear it. I 
also read the · colloquy in which he en
gaged with the Senator from Illinois, 
which is a restatement of the matter. 
But what would happen if the emergency 
required more than that? Does the 
pending measure contain any limitation 

-which would prevent our sending heavier 
equipment to Greece? • · 

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator refer . 
to the type of equipment? · 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. Does the 
bill provide any limitation as to the kind 
of military equipment which would be 
shipped to Greece or Turkey? 

Mr. LODGE. No; I do not think there 
is any limitation as to the character of 
the equipment. ' 

Mr. WHERRY. I think that is correct. 
So we may assume that the first $150.
ooo,ooo for Greece or the first $150,000.-
000 for Turkey might be used .to provide 

any equipment that was required to 
establish peace. Is that correct? 

Mr. LODGE. Up to that amount of 
money. 
. Mr. WHERRY. Yes; up to that 
amount of money, or up to equipment 
of that much value. 

Mr. LODGE. But I imagine that most 
of the money which is to be provided 
under the bill will be largely accounted 
for by the equipment which it is planned 
to send. For instance, in the case of 
Turkey it is planned to send equipment 
to rebuild the ports and the roads and 
the railroads and other communications, 
and J: imagine that work will take a great . 
deal of the funds to be allocated under 
this bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. I should like to 
ask the Senator what equipment is to be 
sent to Turkey. . 

Mr. LODGE. As I have just said, it is 
planned to send there equipment to re
build the ports, docks, roads, and com
munications facilities, such as tele
phones and telegraph, and some surplus 
weapons, such as antiaircraft guns, and 
perhaps some obsolete airplanes. The 
list is not entirely firm yet. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator tell 
me where I can get a break-down of the 
equipment which is to be sent, and where 
such a break-down is to be found in the 
report? 

Mr. LODGE. That matter has not 
been broken down any more definitely 
in the report than I have stated to the 
Senator just now, because the list is not 
yet absolutely firm. It is subject to 
change in the future. 

I am merely telling the distinguished 
Senator what the present intention is. 
Of course, the War Department or the 
Navy Department would have the right 
and, in fact, the duty to change the items 
on the list if circumstances made it 
seem advisable to do so. · 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the senator; 
that is exactly my interpretation of the 
matter. In. other words,' there is no limi
tation as to what equipment may be sent 
into either country. That is the point 
on which I am seeking information. 

Mr. LODGE. There is a distinct lim
itation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; there is t.he 
$150,000,000 limitation on the first 
installment. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; that is the limi
tation; and I think we can assume that 
only weapons which are surplus or 

· obso!ete will be sent there. I do not 
assume that our Army or Navy will send 
any equipment which is scarce or in 
short supply in this country. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is one of the 
questions which has been bothering me 
ever since I have been trying to make up 
my mind about this initial loan. 

Mr. President, not only do I substan
tiate the words of the Senator from 
Iowa, who rose to his feet this afternoon 
and said, "I want to do what is right in 
this matter, but certainly the report is 
devoid of facts," but' I wish to say that 
we cannot learn the facts from the re
port which is before us. What the mili
ta~y implications are. 1 do not know. 

· The distinguished Senator from Mich
"lgan bas made a very .fine speech, .in his 
inimitable style, relative to what the 

price will be if we do not intervene. But 
I wish to state that when we boil it down. 
all we have is a guess as to what will be 
the price if we go the other way. We 
are entitled to know what that price will 
be. 

Mr. LODGE. I am trying to ascer
. tain what the able Senator has in mind. 

Mr. WHERRY. In the first place, I 
begin with the point that the mission 
proposed is a military mission, and t.hat 
it is proposed that we send there, not 
only equipment, but also provision for 
the training of soldiers. While the theo
retical purpose is the establishment of 
peace in Greece, yet there is no limita
tion as to how far we might go in estab
lishing peace in either Greece or TUrkey. 

Mr. LODGE. Nevertheless, there is a 
money limitation. I wish to state to the 
Senator from Nebraska, because I think 
he is asking a very interesting and valu
able line of questions, that the bill does 
provide a money limit as to the amount of 
equipment and kind of equipment that 
can be sent. Of course, we might wish 
to go beyond that; but if we do, we shall 
have to have further information before 
we make an additional authorization. I 
do not see what the . significance is as 
between sending 50 rifles on the one hand 
or 1 light tank on the other. I do not 
see what the importance of that is. 

Mr. WHERRY. Would the Senator 
from Massachusetts like me to make an 
observation or state a premise? 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; I would. 
Mr. WHERRY. Because I should like 

to understand the viewpoint of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. He has 
been over there, and I myself have been 
there, and we have seen the situation 
fairly well, I think. Let me tell the Sena
tor what my apprehension is. We are 
told, first. that what ls contemplated is a 
relief loan. in the sense that it will pro
vide security for Greece. The details 
were explained. It was said it was a sort 
of WPA. so far as relief was concerned, 
that we are to have an agricultural pro
gram, to plant trees, and all that sort of 
thing. I can understand that. But when 
we boil it down, out of the $400,000,000, 
$300,000,000 is set aside for military pur
poses. When we get to the point of mak
ing up our minds as to what the price 
might be, what the Senator from Nevada 
suggested this afternoon may happen, 
that is, that we go in there to establish 
peace, and come to the place where we 
cannot stop; or, if we stop, then we are 
lost. I should like to have the Senator 
tell me whether there is any limit in the 
bill to what is contained in the title or 
the whereases, or is it the beginning of a 
military operation in Greece and Turkey 
which might lead us into war, and if it is, 
I shou~d like to ask the Senator what the 
impact will be then? 

Mr. LOJ:X}E. Let me reply to the Sen'a
tor, first of all, by saying that I quite 
agree with him that what is proposed is 
not another WPA, and_ those who de
picted it as being another WPA were 
not being frank. It is not that kind of 
a proposition at all. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Such a charac
.terization does not include the pr~sen

. tation I made of the bill, becau.Se if any
one ever was frank in saying to the Sen-

) 
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a.te that tt was not a suggestion for a 
WPA it was I when I presented the bnJ. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator has been 
compieteiy honorable and frank about 
i~ from the beginning. 

Mr. WHERRY. I did' not mean to im
ply that the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan wouJd state that it was a WPA 
bHI. I did not have him in mind. But 
it has been me!!tioned as a great. glo-ri
fied WPA project in Greece. I agree that 
it is not that at an. · 

Mr. LODGE. It ts not that at aU. I 
bave been searcbing my mind for some 
weeks to :find an adjective that would de
scribe it. It contains some relief fea
tures, some economic features, some po
litical features, some more or less mili
tary features. If I wanted to put it Jn 
one word, I would say it was a stmt~e 
proposition. 

Mr. WHERRY. strategic from a mm
tary point of view? 

Mr. LODGE. Prom a diplomatic point 
of view. We cannot divide tbose tbings 
np into watertight compartments, any 
more than we can take a knife and cut a 
pail Of water in two. Tbe diplomatic, the 
financial, the poJiticaJ, an merge in to
gether, and if they do not. we have not 
something which bas any vigor to it. 
My beJief is tllat a step of this kind is a 
step toward peace and away from war. 
That is my belief. · ' 

In answer to the Senators principal 
question. I cannot read the future any 
better than can anyone else. Of coursep 
we wish we could gaze into the crystal 
ball and know exactly what will be con
fronting us here a year from now. but 
we cannot do it. But with what vision 
God gives me. I can say that I think this, 
js a sound step to take. 

M.r. WHERRY. M.r. President. will the 
Senator :from Massachusetts yield fur
ther. if he would care to make one more 
observation? 

.Mr. LODGE. 1 yield. 
Mr. WEERRY. If the equipment we 

send. and the military aid we give. 
should involve an open confii.ct, then 
what would the result be'l 

Mr. LODGE. There is nothing we are 
sending. either to Greece or to Turkey
and this is my own opinion-and there 
is nothing we can send either to Greece 
or Turkey. which will put them in such 
a position that they can undertake 
offellEive international combat action on 
a large and effective scale, because the 
population just is not there. . .I cannot 
conceive of anything we could do which 
would put either of those two countries 
in a position to take a military o:ffensive. 
The most we could do-and we are get
ting very far afield in this discussion. 
but we are trying to examine :-Jl the ap
proaches-the most we could do would 
be to put those countries in a position to 
resist aggression. I do not see how we 
cou!d ever put them on such a. footing 
that they could undertake an attack. 

Mr. WHERRY. How wi11 we be in
volved ~f we put them on a footing to 
:te.sist aggression, or oppression-''Com
munist aggression" is the President•s 
phrase, · I think-with no limit in the 
bfll ~cept-- -

Mr. LODGE. Except doDars. 
Mr. WHERRY. Except an Initial 

Umit on the amount of dollars. and we 
XCIII--220 

can ea.sfly fncrease that ff we need to. 
because the President sayS if the neces
sity arises he will come to Congress for 
more authority. lam seeking informa
tion. which I cannot get from the report. 
The facts are not in the report. But 
I ask the Senator, as a military expert, 
and as a member of the Commfttee on 
Foreign Relations, if we do not stop 
the aggression. wm we in any way be 
caught fn the entanglement of an open 
war with Russia:? If we are. what will 
be tbe impUcations then?' 

Mr. LODGE. It is nat my belief that 
the proposal wm lead in that direction. 
I should certainly be very much opposed 
to that. That is not the type of question 
the answer to which one can find fn a 
report. The question is a very searching 
and important one, but it is also such a 
tran;;cendental question one cannot find 
the answer to it in a report. I certainly 
cannot see a-nything in ~e Proposal 
before us that is going to put us into an 
aggressive or offensive posture. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator yieJd 
for one more question? 

:Mr. LODGE. Yes. By the way, I ap
preciate being caned a military expen, 
but I am not that at an. I am merely 
another humble worker in the vineyard 

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate the serv
ice the distinguished Senator rendered 
in the World War, and I was greatly 
pleased to meet him over there and talk 
with him when he was in the service. I 
vaJue his judgment. 

Mr. LODGE. And I am pleased to 
meet the Senator from Nebraska here, 
too. 

Mr. WHERRY. I was about to ask 
another question of the distinguished 
Senator from ·Michigan, but I hesitate 
to ask him because now he is apparently 
worn out by the questions already asked 
him. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Hardly that, but 
I did not think it was necessary for me 
to walk sentry post in this dialogue. 

Mr. WHERRY. I . should like to ask 
the Senator from Michigan the signifi
cance of the time element. I have heard 
ft said many times by the distinguished 
Senator that we have to have this done 
by March 31, and here it is the middle 
of April. By the time we get through 
with it and get it to the House probably . 
another month will have passed. I have 
tried to expedite this matter. I think 
the Senator wiU agree with me that we 
want to bring this biU to a vote. But I 
should like to ask what the Senator 
meant when be said he would like to 
have the biJJ passed now, at the most 
favorable time. What is the signifi
cance of the time element in the passing 
of the biJl? 

Before the Senator answers, if he does 
not mind, permit me to make an obser
vation. I bave been a Member of the 
Senate for 4%- yea.rs. the Senator has 
been a Member for ~early 20, four or 
five times as long. Certainly since l 
bave been in the Senate there has been 
one emergency after another~ Tbe cry 
bas been. "We have to do this, and we 
have to do it now. We cannot wait 5 
minutes. We have to pass it!' 

I want to uphold the bands of the 
President. If it is a question of doing 

that, and if that .ts the only signf.ftcance 
there is to the request for speed, I should 
like to know it. Otherwise, I should Jike 
to know what the time element means. 
Personany, I think tb:e question before 
us is so large. and tha.t the implications 
that might involve us are so great. that 
we should have plenty oi time tor con
sideration. There should be sufticient 
debate to enable the people of the coun
try to know what we are going into ff 
we vote this initial $400,000,00&. 

I say tba.t. not as being prejudiced in 
any way; I am still open-minded. I am 
still searching for light on the question. 
That is why I am asking tbe question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. What is the 
question? 

Mr. WHERRY. What is the signifi
cance of the time limit, why do we have 
to act now? l think the Senator's words 
were that we should have the bill taken 
up in the Senate at the most favorabJe 
time. What is the emergency? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President. 
tbe Senator is just as well advised on 
that subject as I am. because be bas 
listened to all the presentations. and he 
has read the report. 

On the 31st of March the Greek Gov
ernment ceased to enjoy the support 
which it had previously received from 
the British Empire. under a relationship 
which was. inherited by the British Em
pire as its share of postwar liquidation 
in that area. The Government of 
Greece requested assistance as of March 
31. The President of the Unfted ·States 
presented the matter on March 12. A 
month has gone by. During that month,' 
so far as any experience. of mine is con~ 
cerned. the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions has gone to greater length to try 
to produce infonnation for Senators than 
ever before in connection with any bill 
that was ever submitted. I do not need 
to tell the Senator that, now that the 
situation is laid before the country and 
the world, the longer uncertainty exi.StS 
respecting the answer the greater be
comes the complication. That follows 
just as that two and two make four. 
I am sure the Senator will agree. 

Mr. WHERRY. I tbank the Senator. 
M.r. BUSHPIELD. If the distin

guished Senator from Massachusetts 
will yield, he bas said that the purpose 
of this loan or gift, whatever it may be, 
is to stop aggression. May I ask what 
"aggression" is? It seems to me it means 
soldiers. 

Mr. LODGE. There is such a thing as 
subversive ·war. There is the open and 
declared war. involving the use of sol
diers. and then there is subversive war, 
which is the ideological struggle. which 
can be carried on so successfully that 
the Nation that wins it puts its opponent 
in a position where it could not wage 
armed warfare even if it wanted to. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. LODGE. That Js merely my per-
sonal View. · 

. Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator wiD yield, for the purpose of 
obtaining his opinion, I shouJd like to 
read two par~phs from Kiplinger 
Washington Agency letter of Saturday, 
April12. I should be very happy to have 
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the Senator comment on the following 
announcement: 

Greece and Turkey, a little slow in Con
gress, but still sure. 

Then Korea, six hundred millions-on the 
heels of Greece and Turkey. 

Then will break the real story of United 
States intentions on world aid. 

The real story is this : 
Moscow Big Four meeting has already 

flopped-simply cannot agree on German rep
arations. Russia does not want treaty with 
Gsrmany now. 

Russia figures on collapse of Britain, 
France, Italy, Germany, on economic and 
political crack-up of all these nations-most 
of Europ·3. 

Russia figures that the United States will 
also crack up economically, and will be forced 
to withdraw aid from Europe, leaving Russia 
free. 

Time, within 2 years-as the Russians 
see it. 

So our State Department is working fever- · 
ishly on a big-scale plan for an economic
diplomatic offensive going right up to 
Russia's borders, even to Hungary and 
Rumania. They are' close to famine, only 
United States can help. The plan is to send 
food and supplies and go in and supervise 
distribution. Thus, face Russians at their 
front door with food, relief, diplomacy. 

This means a huge sum of money for eco
nomic relief of the world, including Britain, 
France, Italy, Germany, Austria, China, and 
others. Object is to prevent them from 
cracking up--keep Russia from moving in. 

Amount, ten to fifteen billions, preliminary 
estimate, next 2 years. Get it out of the 
Treasury, although officials are working on 
methods of covering up the appearance of 
deficit to make the aid seem sweeter. 

Why hasn't this been announced? Be
caues State Department, as usual, is afraid 
of public opinion. And because the Presi
dent is undecided on whether to let it trickle 
out at retail, as on Greece, Turkey, Korea, 
or to let the public have it at wholesale, in 
one piece, a big gulp. At present he seems 
to think Congress might swallow it better 
piecemeal. Nevertheless, the facts are as 
we report them, and will be coming along. 

That is signed by Mr. Kiplinger. I 
should like to have an expression of the 
Senator's opinion on that outlook. 

Mr. LODGE. That is a rather long 
statement, and I do not know whether 
it is accurate or not. I am not privy to 
the secret councils where our foreign 
policy is decided, but I can comment just 
the way any other Senator can comment, 
and to say, first of all, that I hope the 
leaders in this body will be privy to these 
decisions, that they will be consulted, 
and that we shall not be put on the 
horns of the dilemma where all we can 
do is choose between the lesser of dif
ferent evils, after having been left out
the lesser of two evils, or possibly it 
might be the lesser of three or four evils. 
I do not think we should be put in that 
position. I hope we are not going to be 
taken by surprise. I hope we are going 
to be smart. I hope we are going to be 
intelligent. I hope we are going to be 
strong-and I hope we are going to an
ticipate some of these things. I hope we 
are not going to throw good money after 
bad. I hope we are not going to throw 
money down a ·rat hole, and I hope that 
when we spend so much, that we will try 
to get something permanent and some
thing basic in the way of progress and 
in the way of improvement. 

I do not call that imperialism. I think 
the talk about the United States being 

aggressive with its relief is complete 
nonsense. One is not aggressive with 
something that is good; he is aggressive 
with something that is destructive. If 
we can, by the so-called aggressiveness 
of which Kiplinger speaks, bring back 
Europe and give her people some chance, 
some hope, and a few of the decent 
things of life, so that they can once 
again be self-supporting, I would not 
call that imperialism. I should call that 
Christianity-and I do not apologize for 
it at all. If we can make that kind of 
expenditure and get those people back 
on their feet so that they can furnish 
a market for our goods, and so that some 
day they may be able to pay it back, I 
do not think that is a bad type of ex
penditure. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Is information avail

able, or has it been made available to 
any Senator, so far as the Senator knows, 
as to what plans the State Department 
has? 

Mr. LODGE. I have heard nothing of
ficial about far-reaching plans in the 
future. I read an article in the news
papers somewhat similar to what the 
Senator from Nevada just read to me. 
In Europe. for instance, we have gone 
ahead and restored the old crazy quilt 
of little independent squabbling nations; 
we have rebuilt the old firetrap, the old 
tenement house that has caught fire twice 
alread:r since 1914. It stands to reason 
that' there is no hope at all for Europe, 
unless we get some kind of integration. 
It stands to reason we cannot afford to let 
Europe, as a matter of humanitarianism 
or as a matter of realistic self-interest, 
go to the dogs, and so it is simply a ques
tion of whether we are going to bail them 
out with a lot of expensive last-minute 
rescue parties, or whether we are going 
to try to use our good offices to develop 
some kind of integration over there that 
will make some sense, and that will make 
possible the lifting of the political and 
military pressures that oppress them at 
this time. Then, and only then, will it 
be possible for them to achieve some de
gree of rehabilitation of their economic 
life. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. LODGE. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. We have had two wars, 

and the Senator and I have each served 
in one; so it is nothing new to us. We 
probably would go again if it became 
necessary. It is my considered opinion 
that, since we have backed into two World 
Wars in the last generation, with little, 
if any, factual information, if we are 

· now confronting a situation which might 
again lead to war, the American people 
should be given the facts so they will 
know the direction in which we are trav
eling. I have been listening here for 2 
or,3 days to speeches. I believe one could 
look UP the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
1939 and change the names and the dates 
and the places, and as applying to the 
present situation, substitute the speeches 
then made, to the effect that there shall 
never be anything done other than loan
ing a little money. 

I made only one promise to my people. 
That was that until I understood a bill 
pending before the Senate and until suf
ficient information was furnished to the 
public so they could understand it, I 
would either not vote on it or vote against 
it. I have not yet made up my mind on 
the pending bill, and I shall not make 
it up until I have to, unless such infor
mation becomes available. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
should like, if I may, to comment on one 
phase of the figures submitted by the able 
Senator from Nevada. We are constantly 
hearing the statement made that "if we 
go into. the Greco-Turkish program, the 
next thing we know we will have to go 
into Korea." I think it ought to be made 
perfectly plain that there is an unescap
able obligation in Korea which is totally 
unrelated to the question we are here 
discussing, and which we shall confront 
regardless of what we do in Greece and 
Turkey, because we are occupying the 
southern. half of Korea and are respon
sible to the Allies, not only for the oc
cupation but for the development of an 
internal situation in Korea which will 
permit us to retire and get out. 

We have precisely the same responsi
bility in southern Korea that we have 
in the American zone of occupation in 
Germany, and I should like to make it 
very plain that, yes, there will have to 
be a Korean program, as there has to be 
a program in the American zone of oc
cupation in Germany. But in neither in
stance is there any connection with the 
general program to which the Senator 
refers. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Massachu
setts a question. My question is not di- · 
rected so much to the details, because I 
myself am convinced, after listening to 
the debate, that we cannot and will never 
know all the details surrounding this 
proposition. I can say for myself that 
I intend to vote for the bill. There have
been addressed to me, and I know to 
other Members of this body, by persons 
outside this body, questions on certain 
fundamental matters which have been 
asked and answered again and again, but 
I heard the Senator's speech made the 
other day, which was directed more to 
the military side, and if it is possible I 
should like to obtain his views upon what 
I think are some of the fundamental 
questions involved in this issue. 

First, respecting the reason why we 
should take this action now in a way 
which seems inconsistent with our com
mitments in the United Nations. Is it 
the opinion of the Senator from Massa
chusetts that this proposal fundamen
tally and essentially is a matter of self
interest, a matter of the security of this 
country based upon ~he idea that any 
war between any of the great nations 
would ultimately involve this Nation? 

Mr. LODGE. I think this matter 
clearly involves the security of the United 
States. I think there is no question 
about that. 

Mr. COOPER. I will ask if, in the 
opinion of the Senator from Massachu
setts, any policy could lead more directly 
and surely to war in which we would be 
involved than a continued aggression by 
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one of the members of the United Na
tions-a continued policy of aggression? 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator restate 
·the question? 

Mr. COOPER. I ask the Senator if 
he knows of any course of action which 
would more surely lead to war and more 
surely involve this country in war than 
continued, active aggression toward and 
coercion of other countries by one of the 
members of the United Nations? 

Mr. LODGE. The only thing that 
could lead us to it mare quickly than that 
wou!d be for us to give in to the ag
.gression of other nations the minute it 
started. I think that. would be a sure 
way to cause trouble. 
. Mr. COOPER. Of course, another im
portant question which has been asked 
all of U3, and it has been voiced again 
and again, is concerning the method 
which is now being proposed. I can say 
frankly that if I could . belie.v~ that the 
aggression could be stopped by action 
of the United Nations I do not see bow 
. we could vote for the pending proposal. 
I wish to ask the Senator if upon the 
basis of the evidence we have had dur
ing the last 2 years respecting Rus-
_sia's ctttitude toward us he believes that 
·the continued aggression and coercion 
can be stopped now by the action of the 
United Nations? 

, Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, my per
·sonal view-and I am not an exnert at 
ali-is that the United Nations was not 
set up to deal with situations of this 
character, and that it would. be taXing 
that organization unfairly, gettil].g it ofi 
to a very bad start, . if we· sought to im

. pose upon it functions which are clearly 
beyond· its present power to discharge. 
I want to build up the United Nations 
and I want to make it do the things 
it can do just as fast as it can do them, 
but I do not want to swamp it, and I do 
not believe that this is a situation which 
can be dealt with by the United Na
tions at the present time. But I am 
hopeful that the action contemplated 
here win have some effect in Iiftlng these 
military p.·essures and making some mo
dicum of the good life possible for the 
people of the world. 

Mr. COOPER. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Massachusetts another 
question. The fear has been expressed 
here again and again that by adopting 
this measure we shall pursue a new 
course which some iJelieve is without the 
United Nations, and I say again that it is 
my opinion and belief that we cannot 
achieve peace by any continued unilat
eral action but only through organization 
for collective security. I wish to ask the 
Senator if in his opinion this act of ours, 
which we could construe to be in the 
spirit of the purposes of the United Na
tions, could have the effEct of bringing 
other members of the United Nations, 
and particuJariy Russia, to a more active 
and consistent participation in the 
United Nations itself, with good will and 
in good faith. 

Mr. LODGE. I should hope that that 
would be the case. I do not consider 
that this bill, as it has been ame.nded by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan, consitutes. unilaterai action. 
I think his ~endment shows the defer-

ence ·wbich .we have towards the United 
Nations and it would be my hope, as the 
Senator from Kentucky says, that this 
action would Iead eventually to more ac
tive participation in the United Nations 
by other nations. 
. Mr. COOPER. As I gather, then, it is 

the Senator's feeling that the entire 
spirit of this movement is eventually to 
bring about a more active participation 
in good will and with good faith by the 
members of the United Nations? 

Mr. LOPGE. I think if the Senator 
had heard the discussion in the Foreign 
Relations Commitee he would not have 
had any doubt at all of the strong desire 
of everyone to keep faith with the United 
Nations and the belief which I think ani
mated everyone that the amendment of 
t..'tle Senator from Michigan accomplished 
that purpose. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I should 
like to announce to the Members of the 
Senate that there will be a night session 
tonight, and, replYing to the request of 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan, that if the bill is not disposed of by 
tomorrow at 5 o'clock we will have a 
night session Thursday night. So Sena
tors shou!d take cognizance of that an
nouncement and be prepared to be in 
session tomorrow uight in the event the 
bill has not been passed before that time. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, 1 fin~ my
self unable, in good conscience. to vote 
for the Greek-Turkish program proposed 
by the President before the Joint Session 
of the Congress on March 12, 1947. Re
spect for the able and distinguished per
sons who are urging support of the Presi
dent•s proposal-leads me to state the rea
sons that have brought me to this con
clusion: 

These reasons are: 
First. The United Nations should be 

given an opportunity to function. 
Second. The plan is primarily military, 

rather than humanitarian. 
Third. Good-will of nations and peo

ples cannot be bought. 
Fourth. Our first duty is to make de

mocracy work at home. , 
Since much of the ground has been 

covered already in this debate, I shall 
try to be as brief as possible. 

:My first reas.on is that the United Na
tions should be given an opportunity to 
function. 

We should work through the United 
Nations in solving our international prob
lems. Only in the event the United Na

. tions declines or fails to act should we 
act alone. 

There is abundant evidence to indicate 
that a majority of our peoplep in ap
proaching this problem, believe, first, that 
the impact of the airplane, at€lmic energy, 
and other modern inventions upon our 
way of life cannot be ignored; and, sec
ond, that Russian aggression must be 
stopped. l agree fully. I also believe that 
the solution which upon mature thought 
wiJl appeal to our people as wise and log
ical, is first to use the agency of tbe 
United Nations. It has baen s.et up to 
deal with just such problems as this. 
The United States. In becoming a signa
tory to the contract. agreed to rely upon 
it in just such cases as this. In section 
l of article 24 of the Charter of the 

United Nations, Jts members confer on: 
the Security Council primary responsi
bility for the maintenance of interna
tional peace and security. 

Mr. Austin reports progress toward 
establishing the police force or ''peace 
force", as he cans it. Such help as it 
needs by way of military force should 
be forthcoming from its constituent 
members. 

Some of the strongest advocates of the 
President's program have admitted pub
licly that it is unfortunate that the Pres
ident did not even so much as notify the 
United Nations before appealing to Con
gress to deal with this problem. From my 
point of view, this failure is a fatal error, 
which is not corrected by ~m amendment, 
thought of afterward by the proponents 
of the plan, providing that if the United 
Nations ask us to cease and desist, we 
shall do so. The sound course is to start 
all over again, bring the matter to the 
attention of the United Nations, and then 
to have the courage, the patience, and 
the faith to believe that our hopes and 
aspirations in creating the United 
Nations have not been in vain. 

The other day a veteran of 4 years with 
the 34th InJantry Division and consider
ab!e combat experience, wrote me: 

We fought. for an fdeal in World War n 
and if the leaders of th!s country cannot 
keep peace after this last war th.ey wm not 

• be able to do it after another. In mort. we 
would be continually fighting because the 
so-called leaders of our country cannot settle 
a. problem any other way. 

I hope that this bill will not be pushed 
to a hasty passage. I cannot escape the 
feeling that before this momentous. ques
tion is decided by the Congress a real 
opportunity should be given the Amer
ican people to e:xpress themselves and 
p9ll'ticular}y should we hear more· gen
erally from the yoWlg men and young 
women of America, to whom tbe decision 
means so much. 

My second reason is that the plan is 
primarily military rather than humani
tarian. 

The President's plan. in its bare essen
tials, is based upon the use of such mili
tary force as may be required to stop 
Russian aggression. In my judgment 
the so-called Greek loan is mere window 
dressing, mere camouflage. T·be distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
£Mr. LoDGE} says that this plan involves 
strategy. Mr. President, when we talk 
in terms of strategy, in 'my book we talk 
in terms of military strategy. The essen
tial crux of the plan is military . support 
of Turkey, with the grand strategy of 
stopping the Russians at the Da:rdane!les. 
This involves an extension oi our military 
frontier to the Dardanelles, to be held 
by American blood if necessary. This 
momentous decision $ould not be pre
sented to the American people or decided 
by them under the guise of a loan to 
Greece and Turkey. 

The President's plan to be successful 
cannot stop at the Dardanelles, but must 
be extended around the whole circumfer
ence of the Soviet Union. into Finland, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia. the Balkan 
States. Iran, Iraq. India. China. · and 
Korea. If we dam tb~ Soviet in one 
place and do not give it anY attention 
at others, what do we gain? 
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As has been suggested today, the plan 

is being presented to us piecemeal. Are 
we to be asked later to "stop commu
nism" in Poland, Hungary, Rumania, 
and other countries pervaded by it? If 
not, why not? The plan cannot be suc
cessful without the use and backing of 
strong milit ary force. Twice in our gen
eration our country has been involved in 
war. In each case the American people 
endured the suffering and sacrifice of 
war for lofty ideals; the first time to 
make the world £:afe for democracy; the 
second time to realize the "four free
doms." In neither case have they seen 
these ideals accomplished. We lost men. 
We exhausted irreplaceable natural re-

. sources. We created conditions which 
have caused dissension and doubt on the 
part of many of our people concerning 
the very foundations of our Government 
and our way of life. The investment, 
which according to the President we have 
made in world freedom and world peace, 
has not yet begun to yield returns. We 
have drunk the cup of war to the bitter 
dregs, and we want no more of it. 

It is said that ''Russia is not ready 
for war." Perhaps she is not; probably 
she is not ready now. But we are asked 
to make commitments on Russia's door
step that may prove very embarrassing 
to us in a few years when Russia is ready 
and perchance we are not. Are our 
young men to go out to fight another . 
Crimean V/ar? If they do, will they or 
will they not have the help of the Brit
ish, already enmeshed in socialism? Let 
us turn back and think carefully before 
we go in too far. 

The Pi:esident's program is a venture 
in power politics. The American peo
ple are being asked to supply the venture 
capital now, and the manpower later, 
when and as required. There is abun
dant evidence that the plan has not bee~ 
carefully thought out. It is the quarter
back technique already familiar to our 
people. It would seem from the answers 
submitted by the Department of State 
to questions that the President will call 
the signals without knowingi when one 
play is made, what the next is to be. 
Instead of a carefully thought out course 
in which each move is anticipated and 
planned in advance, we have a hit-or
miss affair, hastily contrived, with the 
British holding a stop watch, and threat
ening to pull the stopper if we do not act 
by a date they themselves have set. 

My third reason is that good wili of 
nations and peoples cannot be bought. 

We have tried again and again in the 
past to buy good will and support of for
eign nations, but each time it has pr~ved 
to be a blunder. Has the President for
gotten our experience? Has he forgot
ten that whenever we have practiced this 
system it has made for us something !ess 
than friends? 

When Rmsia was a brother in arms we 
supplied $50,0UO,OOO ,OUO worth of lend
lease to other nations. Russia was eiven 
$11 ,300,000,000 during the war, and $232,
ooo.ooo after VJ-day. We have sent six 
separate notes to Russia asking for a 
discussion about repayment. After being 
prodded six times, Russia has finally in
dicated a willingness to discuss the mat
ter. We supplied her satellite nations 
as follows: . Poland, over $16,000,000; 

Yugoslavia, $32,000,000; Czechoslovakia, 
$619,000. Can we count them as our 
friends? 

How about China, to whom we sent 
$1,500,000,000 during the war and 
$747,000,000 since VJ-day? Or France, 
who owes us $430,000,000 for goods 
shipped since the war's end? Have these 
gifts served their purpose and gained the 
desired results? 

When we agreed to pay over 70 percent 
of the expenses of the UNRRA, some of 
us thought that we would not be called 
uoon for these extras. This expense 
added to the aid given by private 
agencies comes to over $3,000,000,000. 

It seems that even our worst enemies 
would acknowledge we have done our 
share, but the above is not all, because 
through the Export-Import Bank we 
supplied other billions in credit authori
zation to 20 nations in Europe, 20 coun
tries of Latin America, and 8 Asiatic 
nations. No nation in recorded history 
has ever been so liberal with money and 
goods. And for our generositY, how 
have we been repaid? Is Uncle Sam 
held in either affectionate regard or 
grateful respect? 

Turkey not only prospered- from the 
war, but became a rich country, richer 
than ever in its history, but now Turkey, 
falling in line, asks us for $100,000,000. 

Our experience has not been unique. 
Britain and France for many years played 
the role of Santa Claus, trying to buy 
and keep the friendship of these very 
countries. Each is now ready to acknowl
edge her lack of success. Can we afford 
to give European nations the impression 
that we are ready and willing to put up 
further and unlimited 'sums "to stop 
communism"? I am convinced that we 
do not have enough money, raw mate
rials, or machinery to rehabilitate the 
whole world, and that if we attempt to 
do so we shall only succeed in reducing 
ourselves to the level of those. that we 
are trying to help. 

My fourth reason is our first duty is 
to make democracy work at home. 

The most important thing before 
America now is to make democracy work 
at home, restore industrial peace, stamp 
out communism-within our own borders 
and in our own Government--balance 
our budget, reduce taxes, and put our 
economy on a sound basis. We are 
strong today only in comparison with the 
weakness of the rest of the world. The 
greatest contribution the United States 
can make to the world is to rebuild her . 
own stren?,:th so that she can remain, as 
she is today, the bulwark of free govern
ment. We have more pressing measures 
at home than on the Dardanelles. Let 
us look the economic facts squarely in 
the face. In view of our swollen in
debtedness and with the war boom over, 
is it within our ability to implement the 
Truman doctrine? According to the cur
rent number of World Report, April 15, 
1947, if the President's present program 
is carried to the logical end, $21,000,000,-
000 would be committed in loans and 
grants in the next 3 years. These esti
mates are said to be on the basis of what 
actually will be disbursed each year. 

There is already evidence that our 
economy is beginning to show the effect 
of strain. The President has noted the 

widespread complaint in regard to high 
prices. He has failed to tell the Ameri
can people that one of the principal rea
sons for these high prices is the fact that 
goods and commodities have been pur
chased in this country in such large 
quantities by the Government and sent 
abroad. The Truman doctrine involves 
not only the money Congress is asked to 
appropriate now; it involves the prices on 
everything we eat, and wear, and use in 
our daily living for years to come. The 
Truman doctrine offers no prospect of 
tax reduction. Will we be serving the 
cause of humanity if, in an attempt to 
extend free institutions throughout the 
world, we jeopardize our own? 

For these reasons, I support the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado .[Mr. JoHNSON] and I shall vote 
against Senate bill 938 on final passage. 

To summarize, my reasons are four
fold: 

First, the United Nations should be 
given an opportunity .to function first. 

Second, the plan presented by the 
President is primarily military rather 
than humanitarian; 

Third, the good-will of nations and 
peoples cannot be bought, as has been 
abundantly shown by our own experi
ence; and 

Fourth, it is our first duty to make 
democracy work at home. 

Mr. CA!N. Mr. President, did you ever 
feel impelled to say something about a 
big subject only to find that words to do 
justice to the real importance and sig
nificance of the subject just would not 
come? I feel like that now, Mr. Pres
ident, as I venture· my estimate of the 
situation involved in the administra
tion's request to provide assistance to 
Greece and Turkey. 

It is my intention, Mr. President. to 
support the bill before the Senate, but 
in doing so I want it known that there is 
little joy in my heart, no stars in my 
eyes, and few illusions iri my head. I 
shall support, w1thout apology or excuse, 
the President's program, not because I 
think it even approximates an answer to 
the problems, both foreign and domestic, 
which beset us, for this I plainly do not 
believe, but because the program was 
presented in such a way to the world that 
I cannot reject it, and because the pro
gram, from my point of view, possesses 
a measure of potential merit through 
which the United Nations may possibly 
become the instrument for effective 
force and leadership that its designers, 
and the faith of countless millions of 
human beings everywhere, intended it to 
be. 

In his magnificent treatment of the 
problem the senior Senator from Michi
gr.n [Mr. VANDENBERG] referred to the 
President's proposal as being a plan. 
He will not think me disrespectful when 
I refer to it as being at this time nothing 
more than a directive, an instrument 
which charges that a plan is to be drawn 
to achieve the mission set forth in the 
directive. A part of the plan, but pos
sibly only a small part of the plan to be, 
is the requested emergency money, ma
terial, and manpower to be used and 
deployed in Greece and Turkey. This 
premise I believe. to be sound, and if it 
is it ought to ·be-emphasized, dramatized, 
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and spelled out to every· American be·:. 
cause of -what the directive intends to 
fully accomplish and do. 

The President laid down the directive 
in the speech he deliver~d to the Con
gress on March 12, 1947, a day and a 
speech I shall never forget. The Presi
dent, who is primarily held responsible 
for the conduct of foreign relations said 
in part: 

It must be the policy of the United States 
to support free peoples who are resisting at
tempt ed subjugation by armed minorities or 
by outside pressures. We must assist free 
peoples to work out their own destinies in 
their own way. Our help should be primarily 
through economic and financial aid which is 
essent ial to economic stability and orderly 
political pr.ocesses. I ask the Congress to 
provide authority for assistance to Greece 
and Turkey in the amount of $400,000,000 
for the period ending June 30, 1948. I ask 
the Congress to authorize the djtail of civil
ian and military personnel to Greece and 
Turkey, at the request of those countries. 
I recommend that authority be provided for 
the instruction arid training of selected 
Greek and Turkish personnel. If further 
funds, or further authority, should be needed 
for purposes indicated in this message, I 
shall not hesitate to bring the situation be
fore Congress. On this subject the execu
tive and legislative branches of the Gov
ernment must work together. 

Small wonder, t_hen, Mr. President, 
that I see in this directive little to cause 
anyone to shout enthusiastically. All 
I can clearly see, however necessary, im
perative or inevitable, is trouble and 
sacrifice and turmoil ahead. 

The directive has a purpose and a be- . 
ginning, beautiful and praiseworthy and 
to be desired, but it has no tangible shape 
or form or pattern or end. Only a plan 
can have these things, and there is no 
plan. 

I talk like .this, Mr. President, because 
I want to help our Nation to know what 
it is being ·asked to undertake. I want 
people to know that some of us resent 

' the administration's urging us to move so 
fast into an unknown and uncharted and 
uncertain field. I want people to ap
preciate that it is one thing to write a 
directive, and quite another thing to 

· carry it out. I want people to under
stand that they, and not their Govern
ment, are going to reap the benefits or 
the sorrows whieh result from the action 
being taken now. I want people to be 
conscious of the costs and sacrifices and 
burdens demanded by the program. 
Only by having these factors uppermost 
in our national awareness, can we hope, 
to my mind, for any appreciable degree 
of long-range success. 

The so-called Truman poliey frightens 
me, Mr. President, and for good cause. 
I cannot fully understand it, and I know 
of no Senator who fully understands it. 
We are told that the recommended as
sistance to Greece and Turkey will not 
set a precedent. Yet the President set 
forth very plainly that he would not 
hesitate to come before the Congress 
again if he needed additional funds or 
authority for the broad purposes set 
forth · in his March 12 message to the 
joint session. I think every thinking 
American can foresee coming situations 
abroad which will demand, though they 
may not get, ·American money, material, 

and men. If we do not begin to think 
now about these possibilities, even prob
abilities, we shall be as totally unpre
pared for them as we were when the 
President let the Congress in on the 
Greek-Turkey secret for the first time, 
one short month ago. · 

While the President's speech included 
a directive, the substance and purpose of 
which we can understand and appreciate, 
·it included one statement which I hold 
to be wholly, but not necessarily mean
ingly, misleading, and one which was 
calculated to minimize resistance and op
position. The President stated that the 
war having cost $341,000,000,000, he was 
asking the Congress for only one-tenth of 
1 percent, or $400,000,000, as an invest
ment for peace. Perhaps some others 
were as shocked and aroused as I was by 
the implications of this careless phrase. 
It implied (a) that we are only concerned 
with Greece and Turkey, <b> that we 
shall not be concerned with them beyond 
June of 1948, and <c) that the cost of 
war ended with V J -day. 

I trust that not a single American citi
zen will place any reliance or confidence 
in that statement. I hope e¥ery Amer
ican is conscious of present-day facts; 
and if he is not, I trust that he will soon 
become thoroughly familiar with them. 

In recent speeches the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and 
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] have laid before this body and the 
country the commitments we have made 
overseas since V J -day. 

In the 2-year period from the war's 
end until June 30 of this year, the United 
States will have spent more than $16,-
000,000,000. Two-thirds of that fantas
tic peacetime. sum of money has been 
loaned, and one-third of it has been given 
away. All of it has been employed to 
make peace certain. I know of no other 
reason for using abroad money and ma-

, terial which we could so usefully employ 
at home. 

We very properly worry about high 
prices and inflation, but we are adding to 
these national ills by aiding those in dis
tress across the seas. Yes; long before 
we ever were confronted with the Greek
Turkey crisis, we had been making a 
mighty investment for peace. . 

We hope to have much of the money 
advanced repaid to us, but history does 
not give us much encouragement in that 
respect. 

Compared to what the United States 
has already spent and invested in peace, 
the requested $400,000,000 does not loom 
very large. 

But we must remember that it is in 
addition to the more than $16,000,000,-
000 we already have invested overseas, 
and we must not forget that there are 
other peacemaking contributions in the 
offing. 

House Joint Resolution 153 would au
thorize $350,000,000 to assist in complet
ing the great task of providing relief from 
the ravages of war to the people of the 
liberated countries. Still another meas
ure, Senate Joint Resolution 77, would 
provide for membership· in the Interna
tional Refugee Organization at a cost of 
$75,000,000. Add the $400,000,000 to the 
$350,00Q,OOO to the $?5,000,000, and we 

have $825,000,000 which the Congress has 
not yet agreed to subscribe. 

If it is right to assume that these 
measures will pass, where do we go from 
the date of passage? Which foreign 
nations and which international prob
lems must be taken care of next? Is 
there a line which is forming on the 
right.? Or is there reason to believe 
that once having taken care of Greece 
and Turkey and a few other odds and. 
ends we shall have no further call on our 
resources from abroad? 

Mr. President, we · have not the re
motest idea of what lies ahead. We 
can only assume that we shall be con
fronted with one further request after 
another. I wonder whether each future . 
request will be presented to the Congress 
as a "Crisis"? Can we have any assur
ance that it will not? I do not think we 
can. The President said that on the 
Greece-Turkey problem the executive 
and legislative branches must work to
gether. I wonder what he meant? 
The Senate did not know apything 
about the problem until the President 
addressed the joint session of Congress. 
The Senator from Michigan said he 
knew nothing of the matter until the 
President called him to the White House 
on February 27th. The only problem 
before us is whether we shall vote the 
400 million dollars. Unless we want to 
repudiate the prestige and honor of 
America, we must go along. I think 
that from the beginning we have had 
no other course to take. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Does the Senator mean 

to say that he will vote for the pending 
measure simply because it has been put 
up to him on a crisis basis and on the 
basis that we have no other recourse? 
If that is the case, then if that procedure 
works this time, it will work at any time, 
and anything can be presented to the 
Senator as a crisis; and if that is . the 
way to get everyone in line, it is evidently 
an excellent technique and will work all 
the time, because does not the Senator 
agree that from now on the crises will 
be more real and more urgent, after we 
once enter upon this undertaking? 

Mr. CAIN. I can only say to the Sen
ator from Idaho that in the remaining 
few minutes of these remarks I shall 
attempt to explain my position more 
thoroughly with respect to this crisis and 
the crises which lie ahead. 

The President declared to the world 
by press and radio what he was going to 
do at the very instant when he was out
lining the problem to the Congress. Rus
sia, for example, knew as much about 
what the President had in mind as we 
did. Is this the course the President in- · 
tends to follow in future cases? Let us 
fervently and vehemently hope not. Per
haps there are others like myself who will 
go along this time because we think worse 
trouble would result if we made America 
look foolish and divided in the eyes of 
the world by refusing the President's re
quest. But that does not mean that we 
would go along next tim~. and the time 
after that. I do not think we would. But 
we might if the executive and the legis
lative begin now to map out and diagram 
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our international future. Problems of 
real magnitude do not spring up over 
night. They can be seen as they come 
up over the horizon, and they must be 
anticipated. If the President wants to 
work with Congress as the Congress 
wants to worl{ with him, I think he had 
better begin to confer with the Congress 
long before another foreign loan or gift 
is requested. 

Up to date Mr. President, there has 
been no bipartisan foreign policy except 
insofar as support of the United Nations 
and some peace treaties are concerned. 

The Republicans know very little of 
what is going on in the State Department 
and in the office of the Executive. 

For my part, I think that from now on 
we had better be given an opportunity to 
assist in fashioning a consistent foreign 
policy. 

Despite the fact that the Presidential 
request before us will probably be grant
ed, I feel that we have not been given a 
fair or intelligent chance to properly 
evaluate the scores of factors involved. 

At the outset of these remarks I sug
gested that I would vote for the bill be
cause it might help to breathe real life 
and effective force into the United Na
tions. Perhaps the wish is father to the 
thought. 

I have the conviction that the United 
States, regardless of our strength and 
greatness, cannot long pursue the Tru
man directive without assuming obliga- · 
tions beyond our capacity to bear. 

We cannot buy freedom for others, 
nor liquidate communism abroad with 
mere dollars; even though we had a mil
lion times more than we have. If we are 
going to make the attempt by ourselves 
we shall help others a little, but only 
temporarily, and then we shall as a Na
tion, be insolvent with no place to turn. 
That would be the great American 
tragedy. Our greatest hope for the fu
ture lies through the United Nations. 
What it cannot do today-as, for example 
it cannot help Greece and Turkey-it 
must be prepared to do tomorrow, if any 
of us are to benefit from oun tomorrows. 

If we recognize that our immediate ob
ligation is to Greece and Turkey, but that 
our fundamental and continuing obliga
tion is to the United Nations, we shall do 
everything within our power in coming 
months to make of the United Nations 
an organization which is capable and 
prepared to assume a score of Greek
Turkish problems. We must hurry, Mr. 
President, in trying "to make this objec
tive come true. We have no tinie to lose 
if we are to save civilization. 

The Vandenberg amendment encour
ages the United Nations to assume our 
Greek-Turkey obligations at the earli
est moment. The stage is set for a re
birth of action and positive conduct 
within the United Nations. I hope 
those nations recognize how impossible 
the world situation will become if they 
long permit the two great powers of the 
earth to struggle for supremacy and 
power and influence. If we go on as we 
are going now, I do not believe that war 
is just around the corner, but I know 
that war betwefn the Soviet Union and 
ourselves can only be forestalled until 
the day when one nation thinks it is pre
pareti to conquer the other. If I am 

right, and no man was ever more sin
cere in his assum:ntion, I foresee that 
the United Nations will struggle with re
newed effort and inspiration to become a 
fully workable organization before it is 
too late. 

With possibly a few exceptions, I have 
probably seen more men die, in more 
gruesome fashion, and more civilians, of 
every age, sex, and walk of life, suffer 
in indescribable fashion, and more prop-. 
erty and spiritual values destroyed, than 
all other Senators. There is nothing to 
cheer or dream about in this knowledge, 
but out of experience has come the 
knowledge that war is an answer to 
nothing. Anybody who thinks at all 
must understand this to be true. Those 
who want to see the truth realized must 
have renewed faith and confidence in 
the United Nations. The nations in
cluded must reconcile their prevailing 
difference, even if this means that the 
majority nations must use drastic means 
to force the minority nations to observe 
the common good. To be truly effective. 
the United Nations must create and de
velop an international police force with 
sufficient authority and means to defeat 
any aggressor nation, and to discipline 
any arrogant or errant member nation. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr . . President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BRICKER in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Washington yield to the Sena
tor from Idaho? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Let me ask the Sen

ator from Washington, how is the United 
Nations to grow and thrive if we start 
the same process that scuttled the 
League of Nations, the great nations by
passing the United Nations, and taking 
unilateral action? It will throw it into 
disrepute, destroy the confidence of the 
people in it everywhere, and it will 
wither and die. 

Mr. CAIN. In this instance there hap
pens to be a difference of opinion be
tween the Senator from Idaho and the 
Senator from Washington. The Sena
tor from Washington, rightly or wrongly, 
has the conviction that in helping Greece 
and Turkey, through the recommenda
tion which has been made by the execu
tive branch of our Government, we may 
give to the United Nations an opportu
nity, and time in which to become pre
pared, to do the very things I have tried 
to suggest in the last few minutes. I do 
not think there would be the faintest 
possible chance of the United Nations 
being effective in handling the problem 
which confronts us this afternoon. 

All of us know that an international 
police force is intended. It is not nec
essary for me to say, or explain why, no 
international milit ary body is presently 
in prospect. Should this force some day 
be established, I think that the nations 
of this world could then move in the 
direction of total disarmament. The 
senior Senator from Maryland has sub
mitted a resolution which directs the 
President to call a disarmament confer
ence. I am conclusively and completely 
in support of this resolution, but I very 
much doubt that any conference would 
serve · a practical purpose at this time. 
Power politics continues. to run the world, 
and there will be no change for the bet-

ter until an international police force 
makes the maintenance of separate na- -
tiona! armies unnecessary and futile. 

In a recent splendid contribution the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts 
pointed out that in any foreign cam-

. paign it was not possible to separate 
things political from things military. 
How true this is, and how tragically often 
we neglected to observe the truth of that 
fact in the recent war. Perhaps we shall 
do a better job of combining things which 
supplement each other in the future. 

In recognizing that we cannot disso
ciate things military from things politi
cal it seems equally clear that America 
cannot separate its domestic and inter
national problems and obligat ions. The 
success of our participation abroad will 
be determined almost entirely by what 
we do and accomplish at home. If our 
people have no sympathy or t~nderstand
ing for what is being attempted abroad, 
we shall certainly fail over the long pull, 
but there are other ways in which we can 
fail in the attainment of every interna
tional objective. 

· Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield again? 

Mr. ·c AIN. I yield. 
Mr. TAnoR. Is the Senator familiar 

with the result of the last Gallup poll? 
Mr. CAIN. In what respect, may I in~ 

quire? 
Mr. TAYLOR. In connection with the 

move about to be undertaken. Does the 
Senator know what it indicated as to how 
the people of America feel toward this 
proposal? Did the Senator see the Gal
lup poll last Sunday? 

Mr. CAIN. I might make three points 
in rep;.ying to the Senator. First, I have 
not seen the poll; second, I shall mak~ it 
my business to look at it; and third, each 
Senator speaks on the basis of his convic
tion after considering the facts as they 
appear to him. · 

Mr. TAYLOR. That has nothing to 
do with the reaction of the people to the 
problem before us. On March 28 the 
Gallup poll showed 56 percent of the 
people against what is proposed. That 
is, the question was asked, "Do you 
think this should be turned over to the · 
United Nations?" The words "turned 
over" were used. Fifty-six percent said 
''Yes." Last Sunday 63 percent said 
"Yes" to the same question. The people 
do not like this plan of handling the 
situation. 

Mr. CAIN. That is very interesting. 
I take it, from the Senator's position, we 
should automatically cast our individual 
votes on the basis of what the Gallup 
poll says a selected group of people in 
America think should be done. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Most certainly not. I 
was not arguing that at all. The Sen
ator asked what the reaction of the peo
ple was, and I was merely trying to in
form him; that is all. Certainly we 
should use our own discretion. 

Mr. CAIN. I have considerable re
spect obviously for what the Gallup poll 
said a number of people in America were 
thinking, and I would think about that 
as best I could, and study the problem 
in the largest sense that I could, and 
speak with feeling, as my own conscience 
dictated. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. May I say to the 

Senator there have been times when I 
voted against the Gallup poll. This 
time, it just happens that I am in accord 
with it. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KEM. If the Senator from Wash

ington will yield, I understand he is will
ing to support this bill and support an 
appropriation of $400,000,000 for the 
purpose of implementing the Truman 
doctrine, but he is unwilling to go fur
ther? 

Mr. CAIN. I would say to the Sen
ator from Missouri that that is not com
pletely my position. In the first place, 
I shall support it on what to me are 
reasonable grounds. 

Mr. KEM. I suppose the Senator will 
give us the benefit of those reasons dur
ing the course of his address? 

Mr. CAIN. I shall, indeed. Primarily, 
my reason for supporting it is that I 
think the instrumentality to which all 
nations shoti..ld turn in times of strife 
and trouble and turmoil, the United Na
tions, is not presently prepared to do the 
job. I should like to think that this sort 
of crisis would result in such a situation, 
recognized by everybody, as would re
dound ultimately to the advantage and 
development of the United Nations. We 
are going to be given an opportunity, 
I think, replying to the Senator from 
Missouri, to make the United Nations 
work. It cannot do so today in this 
instance. 

Mr. KEM. Does not the Senator think 
it would be appropriate to seek an opin
ion from the Unitrd Nations as to 
whether it is capable, or should like an 
opportunity to deal with the situation? 
' Mr. CAIN. I may be wrong, but on the 
basis of such information as I have at 
my disposal, the United Nations, above 
all others, are conscious of the fact that 
they are not presently qualified to do 
the job. I believe that to be so. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator believes that 
to be a fact, but has lre had any official 
indication from the United Nations of 
that fact? Is it not true that Mr. Lie 
himself has scarcely veiled his displeas
ure at the action of the United States in 
proceeding in this matter without con• 
sultation or even notice? 

Mr. CAiN. That, I do not know. 
Mr. KEM. Returning to my first ques

tion to the Senator from Washington, as 
I understand, the Senator is willing to 
vote for the $400,000,000 appropriation, 
but he expressed some doubt whether our 
economy could stand the strain of imple
menting the entire doctrine as proposed 
by the President. Is that a correct state
ment? 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator is entirely 
correct. 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator think it 
wise to make a start on a plan which is 
hastily contrived, which has not been 
fully thought out, which, as the Senator 
himself says, is contrary to what he would 
like to see done with respect to the 
United Nations? , 

Mr. CAIN. Having a real hope that 
coming out of this present problem of 
Greece and Turkey there will be a re
juvenated and very positive United Na
tions, which can undertake sUch obli
gations in the future, I think it is very 

much worth while taking a chance with 
$400,000,000, which, as is known in this 
body, represents a ratio of 1 to 40 of 
the moneys we have invested overseas 
since V J -day. 

Mr. KEM. Does the Senator feel, in 
view of the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, to which we are sig
natory, particularly in view of the sec
tion 1, paragraph 24, of the Charter, that 
we have the option of deciding for our
selvr.s whether the United Nations should 
handle this matter or not? Is it not true 
that we have already committed our
selves in advance to reliance on the 
United Nations and to entrusting them 
with the handling of a matter of this 
kind? 

Mr. CAIN. I may say to the Senator 
from Missouri, that I think it very un
fortunate that a complete understanding 
between the United States and the United 
Nations was not properly arrived at prior 
to the time of the declaration of need 
and the request which was made of us 
on March 12. 

.Mr. KEM. The Senator has in effect 
said he considered it a fatal error on the 
part of the President· not to have given 
such notice. Does the Senator not be
lieve that it would likewise be a fatal 
error on our part to proceed with the 
President's plan, which has been 
launched under such inauspicious cir
cumstances? 

Mr. CAIN. If I understand the Sen
ator correctly, I take it that my. answer 
obviously must be "No." The Senator 
thinks there is more virtue in opposing 
the proposal, because of the way in 
which the program was presented, than 
in supporting it. I take the other side 
of the question. · 

Mr. KEM. In the first place, I think 
that we are under solemn covenant to 
entrust such matters to the United 
Nations. In the second place, I think 
if we expect the United Nations to de
velop into anything more than a debat
ing society we must show our faith and 
trust at this time above all other times. 

Mr. CAIN. We only differ, I may say 
most respectfully to the Senator ·from 
Missouri, in the way in which we are 
going to achieve exactly the same objec
tive. I think it must be done, under the 
circumstances, in this way. The Senator 
upholds the other side, for which I have 
considerable respect. 

I have but a few additional comments 
to make, and with the permission of the 
Senate I should like to repeat the last 

· sentence. 
If our people have no sympathy or 

understanding for what is being at
tempted abroad we shall certainly fail 
over the long pull, but there are other 
ways in which we can fail in the attain
ment of every international objective. 
Our present heavy international commit
ments, which are certain to become 
heavier, are geared to our domestic econ
omy. If anything happens to retard our 
industrial production or to lessen our 
national income, failure abroad will be
come not only certain but absolute. 

We can best help nations beyond the 
seas by doing a much better job at home 
than we have done for a long time. If 
we did not have a single foreign commit
ment, the need for doing a better job 

domestically would continue to stare us 
in the face. 

The Eightieth Congress came into be
ing to rid this Government of unneces
sary waste and extravagance; to begin · 
to whittle away on a national debt which 
could result in national insolvency; to 
provide tax relief in order that men 
would be encouraged to venture capital 
again; to work out a relationship be
tween management and labor which 
would insure continuing production. 
None of thes.e objectives has been accom
plished. Until they are accomplished, 
there is cause for every citizen to be 
suspicious of any stability in his future. 

America cannot be foolish or short
sighted or wasteful or divided at home 
and have any remote chance of carrying 
the rest of the world around on its 
shoUlders. 

·Mr. Henry Wallace opposes the in
tended assistance for Greece and Turkey. 
He considers it ruthless imperialism. 
That I think him wrong goes without 
saying, but more important to me is the 
thought that it matters little what he 
says, for he is generally held to be utterly 
and completely irresponsible. It was 
Wallace who shrugged and laughed off 
the·serious work stoppages and industrial 
strife which followed his tragic, mis
chief-making statement of some months 
ago that wages and prices had no rela
tionship. 

What America needs is the application 
of some thoughtful, ruthless economic 
realism. We shall not pay our debts, 
carry our foreign and domestic financial 
burdens, and have peace either at home 
or abroad unless our industrial machine 
is fully and continually employed. Free
dom for this world is geared to the as
sumption that America will work as it 
has never worked before. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, if the Sena
tor from Washington will permit me to 
ask him another question, I should like 
to ask why our practice of stark economic 
realism should be postponed until to
morrow, rather than be undertaken to
day? In other words, why should we not 
look the economic facts of life in the face 
today and try to read whether our econ
omy will stand the strain of the Truman 
doctrine, whether there is in it any pros
pect of tax reduction, whether there is 
in it any prospect of industrial peace, 
whether there is in it any satisfactory 
price level for years to come in this 
country? 

Mr. CAIN. That mission has been too 
long delayed. The Senator from Mis
souri and I thoroughly agree on that. 

Mr. KEM. May I suggest to the Sena
tor from Washington for whom I have 
profound respect, that there could be no 
better time for the members of his party 
and mine to commence the fight for eco
nomic realism than on the vote on the 
pending measure? 

Mr. CAIN. I think there are so many 
. aspects to the Senator's point of view 

that I cannot answer them in one state
ment. To my mind, if we want to con
tinue to live, we must become much more 
economically realistic at home than we 
have been for a long time, irrespective of 
any pending loan or grant or gift to 
Greece and Turkey. secand1y, Jt is a 
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matter of degree. I think we should take 
a chance on $400,000,000 which, if its 
spending results iu providing a means 
qualified to do the job we ·are now un
dertaking to do, will then be a tremen
dous investment in the name of freedom. 

Mr. KEM. I think the Senator has 
the same view of this proposal as I do; 
that we are taking a chance. · 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 
Mr. KEM. Under those circum

stances, since it is the taking of a chance, 
would it not .be better to take a chance 
of letting the money lie in our own 
Treasury? · 

Mr. CAIN. All factors considered, 
from my point of view, I can say to the 
Senator from Missouri, I think not, sir. 

I repeat, what America needs is the
application of some ruthless economic 
realism. We shall not pay our debts, 
carry our foreign and domestic burdens 
and have peace either at home or abroad 
unless our industrial machine is fully 
and continually employed. Freedom for 
this world is geared to the assumption 
that America will work as it has never 
worked before. 

In my considered opinion the Presi
dent was guilty the other day of utter
ing a statement which can do as much 
harm in the future as the statements of 
Henry Wallace have done in the past. 
The President said that if high prices 
did not come down it was cause sufficient 
for wages to go up. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator . yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Does the Senator mean 

to say that that is not a fact? 
Mr. CAIN. Will the Senator permit 

me to conclude this paragraph, by the 
end of which I shall be delighted to 
answer his question, if I shall not al
ready have done so? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly. 
Mr. CAIN. The President said that if 

high prices did not come down it was 
cause sufficient for wages to go up. This 
is economic heresy of a sui-cidal kind. 
We all know that prices must'come down. 
All of us are looking for ways through 
which prices can be reduced. But none 
of us have any right to indicate that the 
evil of high prices can be cured by the 
equally great evil of adding to the cost 
of production. If we worry about infla
tion now, and every individual does, we 
know, if we know anything at all, that 
'to take the easy way out by encouraging 
national wage increases is to speed the 
day of economic disaster for America and 
the world. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. KEM. Does not the Senator be

lieve that higher prices for goods, com-. 
modities and services are implicit in the 
Truman doctrine? 

Mr. CAIN. I so stated in the earlier 
paragraphs of my statement. 

Mr. KEM. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CAIN. In which t called the at

tention of America to the fact that one 
of the reasons for prevailing high prices 
is the shipments we are making abroad. 
But there are other elements of the price 
structure· which w·e. hope will h~lp to_ 

bring prices down, and in that field I know 
the Senator and I are in perfect agree
ment. 

Mr. President, along about 1874 or 
1875 Mr. Disraeli, then Prime Minister 
of Great Britain, said "There is nothing 
around us but ruin and despair. There is 
no hope." Many a thinking person is in-

. clined to believe that his statements are 
applicable today. I deny it, not because 
the ingredients for approaching disaster 
are not present, for they are, but because 
I think we have within our own spiritual, 
mental and physical resources the power 
to attain peace and opportunity for 
America and the United Nations. 

I look to another one who had been 
Prime Minister of Great Britain for words 
and a philosophy to guide my thinking 
in perilous days like the present. When 
things were going rather well in the war 
in 1942 some friend said to Mr. Churchill, 
"It looks · like the end." "No," Mr. 
Churchill said, "It is not the end, it is 
not even the beginning of the end. But 
perhaps," he said, "it is the end of the 
beginning." 

That is what I think. about our great 
problems in the year of 1947. Like many 
an American I dream and hope and pray 
that we are working for the end of our 
beginning toward a happier day for all 
mankind. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. KEM. It was said on the ftoor of 

this Chamber a few days ago that the 
United Nations is the last blessed hope 
for "peace on earth and good will toward 
men." I should like to ask the Senator 
if he agrees with that sentiment? 

Mr. CAIN. If there is hope-and I 
think there is-it certainly will lie in an 
organization which is either the United 
Nations as presently constituted. or a 
better organization which will take its 
place. That is where the Senator from 
Missouri and the Senator from Wash
ington are thoroughly in agreement. 
But I conceive that if we endeavor to 
load upon them today an undertaking 
which they cannot accomplish, we shall 
have lost ever so much more ground 
than we should have gained. A 
chance-it is a fantastic chance we are 
taking whatever decision the Senate 
reaches. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator will recall 
that it has been frequently said that the 
League of Nations was destroyed on the 
ftoor of the Senate. Is the Senator will
ing to be one of those who strike a mortal 
blow at the United Nations? 

Mr. CAIN. In my conscious mind 
that is the very last thing to which I 
think any Senator in this Chamber 
would want to be a party. But I do not 
conceive that, in supporting the admin
istration's request, we are either (1) by
passing, or (2) destroying the future 
effectiveness of the United Nations. 
Certainly I would not want to be. a party 
to an undertaking of that character be
cause I think the saving of civilization 
is the prize we all seek. 

Mr. KEM. One more question if, the_ 
Senator please. Before the Senator 
votes on this matter would he not be 
interested in _an pffic!al stateme1_1t or 

declaration on the part of the responsi
ble pfficials or the Security Council of 
the United Nations as to what they be
lieve would be the effect of our action 
upon the future of the United Nations. 

Mr. CAIN. Like every other Senator 
of the. present number of 95 I want as 
much information as one can possibly 
receive before any vote is cast. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a few remarks which 
are provoked perhaps by the able and 
interesting discussion by the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. CAIN] of the very 
vital point which has been raised by the 
thought-provoking speeches by the Sen
ator from Missouri and the Senator from 

· Washington. 
It seems to me, Mr. President, that 

those who oppose this measure use as. a 
most forceful argument the fact that it 
will bypass the United Nations. I am 
bound to admit that that is a very potent 
argument. It is one which I should like 
to examine briefty from another angle. 

In the report of the committee in con
nection with this bill there is the fol
lowing language: 

During the course of its hearings the com
mittee has carefully explored the relation
ship between the President's proposals and 
the role of the United Nations. 

I believe that the President made a 
mistake in the manner in which t.his 
problem was handled so far as our rela
tionship with the United Nations is con
cerned, and so far as the position of 
the United Nations in this problem is 
concerned. However, if it was a mis
take, it has been made, and it seems to 
me that it has been ably remedied by 
the amendment offered by the Senatw 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. 

Reading further from the report: 
It has become increasingly clear that by 

taking the action suggested by the Presi
dent, the United States will be fulfilling a 
basic objective of the United Nations Char
ter-to create conditions of political and 
economic stability ' which will preserve the 
freedom and independence of its members 
and thus safeguard their sovereign ~qual1ty. 

With that statement I am in hearty 
accord. I feel that all of us who sin
cerely and earnestly believe in the United 
Nations should likewise be in accord with 
it, because it seems to me that that is 
exactly what our obligation is. If we 
believe what we believe sincerely and 
earnestly, and intend to stand by it that 
is exactly what this measure propo~es to 
do. 

I read further from the report: 
The United Nations was not created to 

supersede friendly relations between states 
through assistance from one ·state to an
other to carry out the purposes set forth In 
the Charter. 

That statement means to · me that 
when one nation can, by its individual 
assistance, hdp another nation which is a 
membev of the United Nations, in a way 

:o~;~i~~~~.a~~da~:;;~st~; i~~~P:~t~~~c;~ 
a Jree and independent nation, particu
larly when the United Nations is unable 
to do so, we ought not · to feel that we are 
doing violence to our obligation under the 
United Nations Charter.or destroying the 
e:ffectiveness ot t.h~ . United Nations. 
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Reading further from the report of the 

committee: 
The Greek Government has requested the 

assistance of both the United States and the 
United Nations. At the request of the Greek 
Government. the Security Council of the 
United Nations 1s already dealing with im
portant aspects of the Greek problem. A 
commission of Investigation of the Security 
Councll is concluding an investigation of 
the disturbed conditions along the northern 
Greek border. 

As we all know, another commission of 
the United Nations is looking into the 
question of economic condition& in 
Greece. In ether words, the United Na~ 
tions was appealed to by Greece, and the 
United Nations went forward and did the 
things which it was able to do under the 
United Nations Charter, vrith the facili
ties it then had. As this report bears out
which has not been successfully denied 
on the floor of the Senate-the United 
Nations has no relief agency as such. 
It has no military force as such, and it 
has no money as such, to do the things 
which Greece has asked us to do. There
fore it seems to me that rather than 
being at variance with the United Na
tions in the proposed policy, we seem to 
be working hand-in-hand with it, the 
United Nations doing on its part what it 
has the authority and the facilities to 
do, and we on our part, as a liberty-lov
ing, freedom-preserving people, doing 
what we have the power and facilities to 
do. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Is there any prohibi

tion in the set-up of the United Nations 
which would keep us from furnishing the 
United Nations with such money as it 
needs to do the job? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I think not, Mr. Presi
dent; but I would ob]ect strenuously to 
that course. We have already attempted 
to deal with relief to foreign nations 
through a united organization. UNRRA 
was such an organization. We found 
that our money and our goods were be
ing used, and others were getting the 
credit. Instead of our goods and money 

. being used in the manner which seemed 
to Americans the most effective~ desir
able, and useful, they were being used in 
other ways. It seems to me that if we 
are to put American money into this un
dertaking we should operate it in the 
American way. If there is any objection, 
it is perfectly possible, under the terms 
of the amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Michigan, for the Greek peo
ple to tell us that they do not want us in 
their country, and for the Assembly of 
the United Nations, or even a majority 
of the Security Council, to tell us to get 
out. How could we be fairer than that? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. The Senator does not 

presume to compare the United Nations 
organization with UNRRA, does he? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I certainly do not; 
but in effect our effort to put this money 
into the United Nations organization, 
which has no agency of its own to han
dle it, would simply require another or
ganization to be established. Then we 

would be pouring our money into a proj
ect and having someone else administer 
it. We have seen in the past that a com
bined effort of that kind has not been as 
effective and useful in the cause of peace 
and in the cause of the prevention of 
starvation and the restoration of eco
nomic stability as we would like to 
have it. 

Mr. MALONE. Is it not true that all 
the United Nations now lacks is money 
with which to do business? Is it not or
ganized to handle international ques
tions? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I most earnestly 
hope that as a result of our action, if we 
pass the pending bill-and I fervently 
hope that ·it will be passed-and as a 
result of our gesture to the United Na
tions and the rest of the world, indicat
ing our willingness to enter into any 
united effort, the other nations which 
are members of the United Nations will 
say, "The people of the United States 
have displayed splendid leadership. Let 
us get together with them and go for
ward and do this job." Then we shall 
begin to build the kind of an organiza
tion in the United Nations which can 
handle a problem of this kind. We shall 
then give it the power, prestige, and au
thority which it now lacks to do the job. 

Mr. MALONE. Does the .Senator ex
pect any other nation except the United 
States actually to put up any money for 
such an organization? 

Mr. BALDWIN. None has offered to 
do so. 

Mr. MALONE. No other nation is 
known to have any money, unless we 
have previously loaned it to them. 
Therefore it does not seem very com
plicated to me to place the money in the 
organization and pull the trigger. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Is it altogether inap

propriate to suggest that what has just 
been said by the able Senator from Con
necticut is a little like one saying in 
Lincoln's time-and it must be remem
bered that I am a Confederate descend
ant, but I am proud, as an American, 
that all America saved the Union-"The 
Union is not quite ready to be saved yet; 
but if it breaks up, after it is all over we 
will try to form another, which will be a 
good union"? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I do not know that I 
thoroughly grasp the Senator's analogy. 

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator ap
pears to take the position that we can
not use the United Nations now for re
lief, or to protect the security of nations 
which are threatened with aggression, 
but that if we proceed unilaterally, out
side the United Nations, and without re
gard to it, and save those nations indi
vidually, perhaps at some later time we 
can build up the United Nations to a 
position of such strength that it will be 
able to do what I assume we all agree 
it should be able to do at the present 
time. That leads to the question, Would 
it not be better for us now to do our ut
most to act through the United Nations 
organization, and if it is deficient in 
power or authority, or, as the Senator 
has implied, in money, try to supply that 
deficiency and use the United Nations 

as the instrument through which to ac
complish our objectives, rather than fur
ther to weaken it by admitting its im
potency and acting unilaterally, even t.o 
achieve a good objective? 

Mr. BALDWIN. In answer to that iD
quirY, let me say that if we had a year, 
2 years, or 3 years in which to act, it 
would be well worth while to consider 
that particular suggestion. But we have 
not that much time; the time is short; 
the time is running out. If aid is to be 
given to Greece it must be given soon. 
That seems to me one-of the chief reasons 
why we must proceed through this meas
ure rather than through the United Na
tions, where we would be met with end
less problems as to how the money should 
be administered, how the whole question 
should be handled, how best to preserve 
peace, and where to get the military force 
and the supplies to accomplish the pur
pose. Then, in the last analysis, what 
about the veto power when the matter 
reached the Security Council? What . 
would be done about that? While all 
these questions were being considered 
and worked out, time would run on, the 
crisis would have passed, and Greece 
would have collapsed. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one other inquiry? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Certainly. , 
Mr. PEPPER. I ask the Senator if 

the latest reports in the press do not 
indicate that the Greek Army, without 
any of our money and without our 
equipment and a military mission being 
there at all, is progressing ~gainst the 
insurgents in the mountains, and does it 
not seem that the Greek Army is doing 
fairly well in protecting Greece, which 
has 7,000,000 inhabitants, against 13,000 
insurgents who happen to be in the 
mountains. Is not the real need in 
Greece at the present time the need for 
economic aid? Does not the Senator 
believe that the Senate and the House 
could get together in a matter of hours 
on a program of economic aid for Greece, 
and then try to preserve the security of -
Greece either from internal aggression 
or outside aggression through the in
strumentality of the United Nations 
organization? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I answer the Sena
tor's question by saying that there seems 
to be in the Senate substantial support 
for this measure. I do not know 
whether that had anything to do with 
inspiring the Greek Army to put up a 
really energetic defense or to preserve 
order in Greece. I do not understand, 
Mr. President, that all of the money is 
to be expended at once in an effort to 
help organize the army, to help sup
press rebellions. That is the kind of 
thing we want, and that is what can be 
done under this bill, and that is what it 
proposes to do. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, just one 
other inquiry, if the Senator will yield. 
Is it not also a fact that the United Na
tions organization has taken jurisdic
tion of the so-called border aggression 
of Albania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria, 
and has sent a mission to investigate it, 
which is now preparing its report, and 
that the matter is to come up on the 
agenda of the United Nations? Is it not 
also possible that they may have done 
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some good in bringing about a better sit
uation? 

Mr. BALDWIN. It is possible. It may 
very well be that when we receive the re
port and have all the information avail
able we may want to change our policy, 
That is perfectly possible. It may be 
that then the Greeks will want us to 
leave. They could ask us to do so, under 
this bill. It may be that the United Na
tions Assembly or the Security Council 
would want to have us leave after they 
receive this report, and then we could 
do so under the provisions of this bill. 
It seems to me that we have a very sim
ple and sound program. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Would it not be pos

sible to obtain some sort of a preliminary 
report before we vote on this measure? 

Mr. BALDWIN. That I do not know. 
If the United Nations wanted to ·bestir 
itself in that matter, it ought to be per-
fectly possible. · 

Mr. MALONE. The Senator men
tioned emergency. We have talked about 
emergencies for the last week. In the 
Senator's judgment, are we starting on 
another 14-year cycle of emergencies, 
concerning which we are not able to 
wait for proper information upon which 
to base a vote? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I agree with the able 
Senator from Nevada that it is high time 
we found some other word in place of the 
word "emergency." We Americans have 
heard it over and over again and have 
heard it enough. I use the word "ur
gency." I would say that there is the 
probability of a crisis. It seems to me 
that our basic interests are involved. It 
has been more than a month since the \ 
President first proposed action, and we 
certainly have not, in the length of the 
debate and in the length of time which 
has elapsed, been treating it as much of 
an emergency. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question.? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. It seems to me that we 

have gained very little additional infor
mation from the State Department dur
ing the month of delay. Until we get 
some report from the Commission which 
has been over there on the ground, a 
preliminary report, any kind of direction 
from someone as to our part in a great 
international plan for establishing 
spheres of influence, if that is what it is, 
where do we go from there? The senior 
Senator from Michigan said that a move 
into Greece had no connection with the 
contemplated move into Korea. It seems 
to me that if we go into Greece for the 
reason the President says we are going 
there, then for the same reason we will 
go into Korea. I see no other reason 
to go there. They take care of them
selves until someone else moves in. Can 
the Senator give us an idea of what the 
reason might be for this continuous 
emergency? 

Mr. BALDWIN. With regard to the 
question of how much we know about it, 
as I understand the bill and the proposal 
a mission will be created on which there 
will be military representatives and naval· 
representatives, and I have proposed an 

amendment which the Senate probably 
will consider, that there be :·epresenta
tion from the Congress on this particular 
mission, so that we shall have our own 
representatives there who can give infor
mation directly to us, and in that way we 
shall probably know more than we could 
know from any Commission of the United 
Nations. Furthermore, we shall have the 
advantage of the knowledge and expe
rience of the United Nations Commission. 
So there is every opportunity for more 
complete knowledge than we now have. 
I share with the Senator from Nevada 
the regret that our knowledge is not more 
complete and detailed than it is. As on 
many other occasions in life, we have to 
act on the b2st knowledge available. 

Mr. MALONE. We have a Commission 
on the ground. I understand they are on 
their way back to make their report. We 
also have two distinguished Members of 
this body on the ground at thfs time. I 
understand that they will return on Mon
day. Would it be too much to ask that 
we wait until our own Senators return 
and ask them a few questions about what 
they found over there? By the U:3 of the 
telephone it would not be impossible to 
communicate with the United Nations 
Committee and ask them if they could 
throw a little light on this debate as to 
whether or not they think America should 
act independently or through the United 
Nations. We have no information on 
that score. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I would say in answer, 
that the probabilities are that this ques
tion will not be decided before next Mon
day, and if there is any knowledge or in
formation which the Members of this 
body who have been to those countries 
and who are now on their way home can 
provide, there is every probability that 
the decision will not be made before they 
can be here to provide it. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
President--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Connecticut yield to the 
Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I should 
li.ke to ask the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee a 
question. I have referred to the Gallup 
poll. The poll which was published last 
Sunday was made on the basis of the 
same question as the poll published on 
March 28. The question was, "Do you 
think the problem of aid to Greece and 
Turkey should be turned over to the 
United Nations organization?" 

On March 28, 56 percent answered 
"Yes." Last Sunday, 63 percent said 
"Yes"-that it should be turned over to 
the United Nations. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I wish to ask the Sen
ator from Michigan a question, and then 
I shall be happy to yield. 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
senior Senator from Michigan whether 
his amendments carry out the philosophy 
and wish of the people, as expressed in 
those polls. Do the Senator's amend
ments turn this proposition over to the 
United Nations? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. ·President, 
the Senator from Idaho knows the an
swer to that question, I am sure. I would 
say that the amendment turns over juris
diction to the United Nations at any time 
that it wishes to assert jurisdiction. 

What the Gallup poll intended to ask, 
I do not know. Although I have always 
found tbe Gallup poll interesting and 
encouraging when it agreed with my 
point of view, I have not formed the 
habit of considering the Gallup poll to 
be in the same classification as either the 
Constitution or the Bible. This is not a 
pure democracy under which we live, 
where Gallup polls are the controlling 
consideration. I quite agree that insofar 
as they reflect public opinion accurate
ly-and frequently they apparently do
they are of very great interest to a rep
resentative body of this character; but 
if th~.- Senator from Idaho will permit 
me to say so, I would hardly be able to 
rest my opinion in respect to a problem 
of this fundamental importance upon a 
Gallup poll. 

I call the Senator's attention to the 
fact that in this instance, particularly, 
the Gallup poll might well be guilty of 
lacking adequate information on the 
part of those polled. We find that Sen
ators who rise on the floor of the Senate 
have been in contact with all the docu
ments and all the debates thus far and 
have been in personal contact with the 
President's message, and yet we find 
them saying that they are not sufficient
ly informed to be able intelligently to 
decide what they should do. 

How we could expect to sample indis
criminately the sentiment of the Ameri
can people, as Dr. Gallup does, and be 
fortunate enough to contact persons who 
are better informed than Members of 
the Senate are in respect to the question 
concerning which they are asked for an 
answer, it is hard to conceive. I think 
it is quite obvious that a poll of this par
ticular character is not so impressive as 
some of the other Gallup polls are. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the Senator 
for his extended answer. I appreciate it 
sincerely. 

My only reason for bringing up the 
point was that the editors of the Gallup 
poll-Mr. Gallup himself, I assume, or at 
least editors writing under his name
say that their poll would appear to bear 
out the position of the Senator from 
Michigan and to support his amend
ments. 

That is why I wish to ask him whether 
his amendments would turn over this un
dertaking to the United Nations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if 
I have not answered that question, I wish · 
to be very sure that I do, because it is a 
perfectly fair question. In my opinion, 
the amendment which has been adopted 
gives the Security Council or the General 
Assembly of the United Nations a-shall 
we call it-residuary jurisdiction to re
call this plan whenever it has the votes 
to do so and has such a disposition. 
Therefore, since the first instance, in my 
opinion, it would be impossible for the 
United Nations to take jurisdiction, I 
think we have gone as far to give it juris
diction as, from my point of view, is pos
sible, as a result of the amendment to 
which the Senator has referred. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. I was in no way trying 

to embarrass the Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is 

not embarrassing me in the slightest. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I wish to point out that 

Mr. Gallup went a little off base in trying 
to read into his poll things that the poll 
itself did not show. That is my sole aim. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator's 
quarrel is with Dr. Gallup, then, and not 
with me. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Michigan means to say that 1 
week after this loan is granted, if the 
Security Council of the United Nations 
or the Assembly of the United Nations 
by majority vote, if I remember cor
rectly, wished to take jurisdiction, it 
could take jurisdiction and could take 
this matter out of the hands of the 
United States of fUnerica. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me read the 
amendment, because it is a perfectly 
clear justification for the Senator's 
statement: 

The President is directed to withdraw any 
or all aid author;zed herein under any of 
the following circumstances. 

. The second ci,rcumstance is: 
If the Security CouncU finds (with respect 

to which finding the United States waives 
the exercise of the veto) or the Gzneral As
sembly finds that action taken or assistance 
furnished by the United Nations makes the 
continuance of such assistance unnecessary · 
or undesirable. 

Even "undesirable," Mr. PreSident. I 
think the answer to the Senator's ques
tion is emphatically, unequivocally, and 
without reservation, .. Yc!:.'' 

Furthermore, I should like to add, be
cauee I feel it so keenly myself, t:t;tat I do 
not think anyone in this Chamber would 
accuse me of any lack of fidelity to the 
United Nations. I have given my life 
to it. 

In my opinion, in all the story of the 
United Nations there has never been an 
act of voluntary allegiance equal to the 
unanimous adoption by the Senate of the 
United States of a declaration that we 
will yield to the judgment of the Se
curity Council, regardless of anyone's 
veto. I should like to see a parallel to 
that act of faith on the part of anyone 
else on earth. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, that is the 
point I was about to discuss next, as a 
result of a preliminary question or two. 
I was about to discuss the very thing the 
Senator from Michigan has mentioned, 
namely, the yielding upon the part of this 
country to the veto power set up in the 
United Nations organization. 

Anyone who is aware of what has been 
going on knows definitely, as a result of 
tht. using of the veto power by a certain 
nation now a member of the United Na
tions, that this matter never co,Pid have 
been handled by the United Nations in 
th( beginning, and, in my judgment, the 
only way the United Nations could have 
had any jurisdiction· whatsoever was by 
having us do exactly what has been done 
through the amendments offered by the 
distinguished Sehator from Michigan. 

In my judgment, the United Nations 
would never have taken ·jurisdiction of 
this matter in the beginning, had we de-

pended solely upon that organization to 
do it, because the veto power would have 
been used. In other words, under this 
amendment, we are almost forcing the 
United Nations to take jurisdiction-not 
unanimously, as is suggested under the 
Charter of the United Nations organi
zation, but by only a majority of those in 
the Assembly or in the Security Council. 
We are hereby yielding some of our 
preqious sovereignty to show our good 
faith in working toward peace. 

Mr. President, I undertake to say that 
there has never been, in the interest of 
something that is fundamentally right, 
in the interest of looking forward to 
something that is peaceful in this world, 
in the interest of a suffering humanity, 
a greater piece of generosity upon the 
part of any nation, in any great, funda
mental world upheaval such as the one 
we are experiencing at the present time. 

The only reason that we do it, Mr. 
President, the only reason why an 
amendment of this kind is offered and 
adopted, whereby the United States of 
America in a way gives up its jurisdiction 
and its right to handle a unilateral 
proposition of this kind, is because we 
want to demonstrate to the people of 
America and to the people of the world 
that we are moving in the utDtOst good 
faith toward bringing about an ever
lasting peace-the kind of peace that 
mankind has been crying for for so long. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. P1·esident, today 
we have listened to what I consider to be 
one of the most spirited and searching 
debates I have heard on the floor of the 
Senate for some time. 

I am sure we all appreciate the gravity 
of the situation which confronts us. I 
wish to say at the outset that I am not 
opposing the pending bill. It is my de
sire to support the President's proposal, 
and to support the able chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations who 
presented the pending bill in the Senate. 

However. there are certain considera
tions which I wish to call to the atten
tion of the Senate which may affect the 
final form the bill should take. I have 
a few amendments which I wish to pre
sent, and I shall develop these matters 
during the course of my discussion. 

The legislation we are considering 
here is no ordinary bill to provide funds 
for relief, economic assistance, and mili
tary aid to Greece and Turkey alone. 
This is a bi1l intended, as the Presi<ient 
of the United States said, in addressing 
the Congress on March 12, 1947, "to im
plement the foreign policy and the na
tional security of this country." 

The bill provides: 
That, no'twithstand!ng' the proVisions of 

any other-law, the President may, from time 
to time, when he deems it in the interest of 
the United States, furnish assistance to 
Greece and Turkey, upon request of their 
governments, and upon terms and conditions 
determined by him-

(1; By rendering financial aid tn the form 
of loans, credits, grants, or otherwise, to those 
countries; 

(2) By detailing to assist those countries 
any persons in the employ of the Govern
ment of the United States; and the provisions 
of the act of May 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 442), as 
amended, applicable to personnel detalled 
pursuant to such act, as amended, shall be 

applicable to personnel detailed pursuant to 
this paragraph; 

(3) By detailing a limited number of mem
bers of the military services of the United 
States to assist those countries. in an ad
visory capacity only; and the provisions of 
the act of May 19. 1926 ( 44 Stat. 565) , as 
amended, applicable to personnel detailed 
purs·;Jant to such act, as amended, shall be 
applicable to personnel detailed pursuant to 
this paragraph; and 

(4) By providing for (A) the transfer to, 
and the procurement for. by manufacture 
or otherwise, and the transfer to, those 
countries of any articles. services, and infor
mation, and (B) the instruction and train
ing of personnel of those countries. 

The President has stated clearly ·the 
intention behind this bill. He declared: 

One of the prfmary objectives of the 
foreign policy of the United States is the 
creation of conditions in which we and other 
nat!ons wm be able to work out a way of 
life free from coercion. • • • We shall 
not reaUza our objt-::tlves unless we are will
ing to help free peoples to maintain their 
free institutions. and their national integrity 
against aggressive movements that seek to 
impose upon them totalitarian regimes. 
• * $ I believe that it must be the policy 
of the United States to support free peoples 
who are resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures. 
• • • The disappearance of Greece as an 
independent state would have a profound ef
fect upon these countries in Europe whose 
peoples are struggling against great difficul
ties to maintain their freedoms and their 
independence while they repair the damages 
of war. * • • ·Should we fail to aid 
Greece and Turkey in the fateful hour, the 
effect will be far reaching to the west as 
well as to the east. We must take immediate 
and resolute action. 

Mr. President, the import of the pro
posed legislation is easy to understand. 
We are assuming the obligation of de
fending democracy and opposing com
munistic imperialism in the world. The 
able Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
concisely stated the purpose of the bill 
when he said .it is intended to "put a stop 
to further communistic imperialism." 

Mr. President, I am sure that we all 
wholeheartedly share the feeling ex
pressed by the Senator from Georgia and 
other Senators during this debate, that 
we must not fail to oppose communistic 
imperiaiism with all the vigor and re
sources we possess. Nevertheless, in this 
resolve we must not fail to recognize 
that there Is a widespread feeling in the 
country that this is not solely an Ameri
can problem. It is a problem of all de
mocracies. It is one, from a financial 
standpoint, that we cannot shoulder 
al·)ne. 

In accepting the challenge of commu
nistic imperialism, however rich we may 
be, we are engaging in an international 
undert~.king which may lead us into far 
greater financial commitments than the 
ones involved in the present proposal. 

The able Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD), who is recognized as an authority 
on the fiscal problems oi the Nation, has 
asked that a financial survey -of the sit
uation b~ made so that we might know 
just what our total obligations will 
amount to, and so enable .us to deter
mine whether we can safely undertake 
the financing of such a program. Al
though our assumption of world leader
ship is Important and commendable, the 
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manner in which we assume and dis
chelrge our responsibilities is equally 
vital. 

In a recent article published by an in
vestment research organization in New 
York City, known as Value-Line Invest
ment Survey, I find the following state
ment, which I quote: 

We are of the opinion that even if the 
Unit~ Stat es should establish an anti-Com
munist regime on the Greek flank of the 
Dardanelles, Russia would not immediately 
go to war. But American commitments in 
Greece, if they are to achieve their purpose, 
would have to be followed by commitments 
in other parts of the world, and such exten
sive · undertakings would weaken capitalism 
in the American sphere. In so doing, they 
would prove t o be self-defP.ating. 

Let me point out, Mr. President, that 
in Greece we are not dealing at the pres
ent time with a democratic government. 
What we do under this proposal in 
Greece, therefore, will be scrutinized 
throughout the world, and in the years 
to come we will be held accountable for 
any mistakes we may make. The pres
ent government in Greece was originally 
imposed on the people there by the Brit
ish Army. The present government is 
by no means a genuine democratic gov
ernment. Nevertheless, it is the govern
ment that we will, under the present 
plan, be called upon to sustain until such 
time as the people of that country may 
be able to express their wishes in a gen
uinely free election, if they ever may be 
permitted to do so. · 

Frederick R. Coudert, New York law
yer and authority on international law, 
in the New York Times of April 6 says 
that the move we are considering is not 
a move merely to prevent the infiltra
tion of communism into democratic 
countries. If that were the only thing 
involved, we would not have this meas
ure before us today. 

"All sane men," says Mr. Coudert, 
"would recoil from any such religious 
wars as affiicted Europe in the sixteenth 
century." Mr. Coudert then asks, "Why 
has there been this misunderstanding 
and camouflage regarding our dominant 
and real reason?" He then goes on to 
point out that perhaps it was because 
of the bad odor of the balance-of-power 
policy that the effort was made to place 
the move on the ground that it was be
ing used to prevent the expansion of 
communism. 

Mr. Coudert thinks what we are really 
trying to do by the steps we are taking 
is the application of the balance of power 
methods to Russia. We are proposing 
by this measure, he points out, to hem 
Russia in on the Black Sea and prevent 
her passing through the Dardanelles to 
become a Mediterranean and Atlantic 
power, and threaten our security and 
safety. It was to prevent Russia from 
becoming a Mediterranean and Atlantic 
power back in 1878 that the British 
mobilized their fleet to stop Russia from 
overwhelming Turkey and gaining ac
cess to the sea·. 

Now, Mr. President, the representa
tives of the Soviet Government under
stand perfectly well what this program 
is all about. Russia has been struggling 
for centuries to get through the Darda
nelles. The British are stepping out of 

the way and turning over to the United 
States the responsibility of holding the 
Russians in check. Of course, the Brit
ish are more anxious to stop Russia com- · 
ing through the Dardanelles than we are. 
They are seeking to consolidate their in
terests in the Near East and in Africa, 
and if Russia were to get through the 
Dardanelles at this time the British 
would be seriously threatened. 

Naturally, the United States will have 
to assume the blame, as well as the 
credit, for having blocked Russia from 
becoming a Mediterranean and Atlantic 
power. But, in this connection, it might 
be well to consider what some experts 
seem to think about the situation. It is 
thought by many that later on the Brit
ish and the Russians will get together. 
Their interests will be more complemen
t ary than ours, and it would not be un
natural for England and Russia in the 
years to come to enter into closer re
lations. 

I do not offer these matters as conclu
sive reasons for rejecting this proposal. 
But I do think these considerations 
should give us pause; we should not act 
precipitately; we should certainly know 
the facts and pursue the inquiry sug
gested hy the able Senator from Virginia 
before final action is taken. 

The able chairman of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee invited all 
members of the Senate who had ques
tions or amendments to offer to come 
before the committee. Accordingly, I 
appeared with other Senators and pre
sented some. amendments. These 
amendments were considered by the 
full committee. Two of my amend
ments were adopted in part by the com
mittee, and I believe the others were em
bodied in the committee report accom
panying the bill S. 938. Mr. President, 
I wish to express my high appreciation 
for the manner in which the chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG], and members of 
his committee have handled this legis
lation which was suddenly thrust upon 
them for quick action. They felt im
pelled to abbreviate the hearings, but 
their frank and statesmanlike actio.n in 
setting forth in the report the full impli
cations of the bill is commendable. In 
their report they have set forth with 
great clarity the obligations to be taken 
on by the executive branch of the Gov
ernment in carrying out the provisions of 
the bill. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations, 
in its report, among other matters, points 
out that-

The committee is strongly of the opinion 
that the fullest success will not be achieved 
unless competent persons are sent to Greece 
to insure the development of controls at key 
points and to supervise their application. 
The United States Government must be 
assured that sound policies will be adopted 
and effectively administered in matters such 
as the following: Fiscal methods, a modern 
tax structure, a strict husbanding and con
trol of the foreign-exchange earnings of the 
Greek people, conservation of remaining gold 
resources, a restriction on unessential im
ports, anci the expansion of Greece's exports. 
These measures are necessary to enable 
Greece to achieve stability. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, while the 
report specifically declares that the 
United States is rendering this aid to 
Greece of necessity "to meet a short-term 
crisis," it further says, "the proposals 
made by the President do not preclude 
longer-range action by United Nations 
agencies on behalf of Greece. On the 
contrary, they set the stage for such 
action." In the bill itself the declara
tion is made that this legislation is neces
sary because-

The United Nations is not now in a position 
to furnish to Greece and Turkey the financial 
and economic assistance which is immediately 
required. 

In this declaration I read the intent on 
the part of the United States that the 
United Nations should assume this as ·its 
obligation as soon as possible. I fur
ther read in another provision of the bill 
the same intent, where it says: 

The President is directed to withdraw any 
or all aid authorized herein • • * if (he 
is) officially notified by the United Nations 
that the Security Council finds (with respect 
to which finding the United States waives 
the exercise of the veto) , or that the General 
Assembly finds, that action or assistance fur
nished by the United Nations makes the 
continuance of such assistance unnecessary 
or undersirable. 

These sections of the bill have been 
widely acclaimed as declarations prov
ing that we are not bypassing the United 

· Nations but that we are accepting only 
an emergency responsibility to bridge 
the short-term crisis now confronting 
Greece."' 

I am in accord with the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN
BERG J in his desire to make it clear that 
we are not bypassing the United Nations. 
However, I do not believe his amend:. 
ment goes · far enough. I therefore in
tend to propose an amendment further 
clarifying this matter so as to make it 
absolutely clear that it is the understand
ing of this Government that the assist
ance we are rendering is wholly an emer
gency matter, it being the understanding 
of this Government that the rendering 
of such assistance is the continuing re
sponsibility of the United Nations. I in
tend to offer such an amendment be
cause I feel that we must in clear and 
unmistakable language set forth that 
this is an emergency matter, and -that 
the continuing responsibility for assist
ance to Greece and Turkey by common 
consent is one of the very fundamental 
purposes involved in the establishment of 
the United Nations organization. 

Anot.her amendment to the bill seems 
to be absolutely necessary. I refer to 
my amendment proposing that the Con
gress of the United States establish a 
Joint Congressional Committee, com
posed of three members of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Rep
resentatives and three members of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Sena.te, which shall , not less than twice 
a yea)r, during the period this act is in 
effect, visit the countries receiving as
sistance under it, and shall make full re
ports to the Congress and to the Ameri
can people as to the administration of 
this act, current problems, and the con
ditions in the countries visited, so that 
the interests of the United States may 
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be fully understood and protected. The 
purpose and need of this amendment is 
obvious, and I will not take up any time 
in discussing it. It speaks for itself. 

Mr. President, this legislation, calling 
for intervention in the affairs of Greece 
and Turkey in the form of economic 
and military assistance, presents one of 
the gravest questions our country has 
ever been called upon to face. It is a 
question with so many implications and 
ramifications that few of our citizens not 
familiar with foreign affairs can fully 
comprehend its ultimate significance. 
. The people of the country generally 

have not a full understanding of the un
derlying facts and circumstances. Al
ready it appean to have created wide
spread confusion and conflicting opin
ions in the minds of the people. Daily 
we see in the press evidences of this con
fusion .and misunderstanding. Colum
nists, editors, private citi?:ens, and groups · 
of citizens throughout the -country are 
giving their views in constantly increas
ing volume. One cannot J2ick up a news
paper without observing these conflict-
ing views. . 

Having only recently concluded the· 
most terrifying and destructive ·war in 
our history, our people have been look
ing forward with hope and encourage
ment to a period of genUine peace; ape
riod in which they might have an op
portunity to recover from the ·tragic dis
locations of the war and readjust their 
lives to peaceful pursuits. 

In the midst of these preoccupations, 
they have been profoundly disturbed 
and confused by this sudden and unex
pected proposal. Judging from my 
mail, which I believe -is no different than 
the mail of other Senators, I find it has 
produced two conflicting reactions. One 
s·ection of my correspondents express 
enthusiastic approval of the proposed 
policy. They take the view that our 
Government must have an immediate 
show-down with Russia; that the con
stant expansion of Russia's dominions 
and spheres of influence and the infil
tration of communism into other coun
tries requires the prompt and unequivo
cal approval of this policy. It is argued 
by some that inasmuch as we have the 
secret of the atomic bomb, and the 
greatest military and economic · resources 
in the world, we can fight Russia now and 
settle, once and for all, these problems 
that are causing so much fear and un
certainty in the world. They feel con
vinced that we will be correct in taking 
a stand in Greece and Turkey to chal
lenge the threat of Soviet imperialism 
and the onward march of communism 
which they assert threatens to engulf 
the world and eventually destroy our own 
way of life in America. 

Of course, if this judgment regarding 
Soviet aggression is correct, and it can
not otherwise be checked, the proposal 
is entitled to the wholehearted and pa
triotic backing of the American people. 

But, Mr. Presldent, a large number of 
our people, perhaps a majority, as indi
cated by the Gallup polls and the cor
respondence we are receiving, are ex
pressing grave fear and alarm lest the 
course proposed may inevitably lead us 
into national bankruptcy or into a war 

which may be more deadly and destruc
tive than the one from which we just 
emerged. These individuals express the 
opinion that because of the dangerous 
implications involved in the proposed 
policy, it should not be assumed as the 
individual responsibility of our country. 
It is felt by these persons that this is a 
responsibility exclusively within the jur
isdiction of the · United Nations. It is 
easy to understand the reaction of this 
large section of our people. 

Hardly a family in America escaped 
the ravages of the late war. Even in the 
most remote sections of our country few 
families failed to mourn the loss of sons 
or re~atives. They have been closely 
touched by the horrors of World ' War II, 
the most dreadful and destructive war 
that has ever atnicted the earth. They 
do not easily react to the rhetorical ap
peals and stirring argument of those· 
who feel that America is rich and pow
erful and should undertake the burden 
of making dempcracy safe for the whole 
world. They feel sincerely that this is 
a program for all the democratic nations 
working through the United Nations. 
If the United Nations cannot shoulder 
the task, they want this proven beyond 
any reasonable dispute. 

Mr. President, it is true that we all feel 
thoroughly disillusioned and disappoint
ed with the delaying tactics and maneu
verings of the Soviet diplomats at the 
peace conferences. The press dispatches 
which we have been reading, and must 
rely on, have convinced us that Russia 
is not cooperating in a genuine endeavor 
to bring an early peace to the world. No 
one can condone their efforts to delay, 
confuse, and prevent the prompt consid
eration and settlement of the many diffi
cult problems that have grown out of the 
war. 

But, Mr. President, when we talk of 
military assistance to Greece and Tur
key, for the purpose of preventing the 
infiltration of communism into the outer 
world or for the purpose of hemming in 
Russia so as to prevent her expansion 
and passage through the Dardanelles to 
participate with other big nations in the 
economic exploitation of the Near East, 
I can readily understand how large sec
tions of our people may feel that in fol
lowing such a course we are undertaking 
something which may lead us into far 
greater commitments than we are pro
posing to make in Greece and Turkey. 

Senators on both sides of this body 
during the present debate have taken 
the fioor · and pointed out that this 
Greece-Tp.rkey program will lead us in
evitably into further and even more stu
pendous commitments. The able Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. BusH
FIELD], a few days ago said: 

Obviously, we will not be. confined to this 
single request from Greece and Turkey but 
will have to underwrite all European and 
Asiatic countries, and I doubt if the United 
States is either able or willing to engage in 
that sort of a program. I fear that our at
tempt to enter the internal affairs of Greece 
and Turkey -inevitably means another war. 

Following the Senator from South Da
kota, the able Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MARTIN]-!. expressed views 

along the same lines. Among other 
things, he said: 

It seems to me that in our study and dis
cussion of this proposed loan--or shall I · say 
grant or gift--to Greece and Turkey, we 
should consider it not as an isolated plan but 
as a tile in a large mosaic. If the United 
States proceeds to take the step requested, 
it should not do so with blinders on. The 
Nation should act only after a careful look 
around the barrel. • • • The search
light of truth should be turJ;J.ed on in full 
force for the benefit of the American people. 

The able Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], speaking on the subject of aid 
to Greece and Turkey, said: 

This situation is different. We are em
barking on a long, new adventure. We have 
set out to achieve peace actively, rather than 
enjoy it passively and precariously. We must 
shed on this long, new adventure every ray 
of light which can be gathered from every 
source. Those rays of light must be directed 
onto the dim, difficult path which lies 
ahead. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts . [Mr. SALTONSTALL] also 
expressed serious concern over what he 
calls "this new adventure." Let me quote 
him: 

At this time the Members of the Congress 
and perhaps the people of the country have 
been caught by surprise. 

Yet, Mr. President, on this matter of 
need of abrupt and speedy action, the 
able columnist, Walter Lippmann, writ
ing in the Washington Post of March 4, 
1947, said: 

There is no apparent reason for forcing so 
abrupt a decision before March 31 except 
that this date happens to mark the end of 
the British fiscal year. The British Govern
ment, though it must cut drastically its for
eign expenditures, has not suddenly run 
out of funds as of March 31. The fixing of 
that most inconvenient time limit is an acci
dent of the procedure on the budget. • • • 
The immediate need, therefore, is for a stop
gap arrangement with the British Govern
ment which covers the immediate emergency 
in Great Britain and in Greece, and will per
mit us to examine here, and with the British 
Government,; the great issues which are P.t 
stake. It is not in anyone's interest that 
they should be dealt with in an atmosphere 
of panic. 

It has been pointed out here before 
that an over ·all program has been pre
sented to the United States calling for 
aid and development of foreign coun
tries which will aggregate many billions 
of dollars of the American taxpayers' 
money. Now, we are asked to under
write this new and perhaps even more 
costly program. However laudable such 
a program may be, it could, in the end, 
bankrupt us. As a Wall Street research 
organization recently pointed out, it is 
not so much the danger of communism 
which should alarm us, as it is the danger 
of the deterioration of capitalism itself. 
This is the conclusion of the Value-Line 
Investment Survey which I mentioned 
earlier in my remarks. Let me quote this 
very interesting study of the proposal 
a little further: 

America investors are deeply concerned 
over taxation. Taxation far more than com
munistic infiltration is threatening our way 
of life. 

• 
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THE SHIFT OF BRITISH POWER 

The number one fact of life to hold onto 
in' this maelst rom of postwar political read
justment s is that the British are shifting 
their Empire. They are moving out of Asia 
and east Eu rope to consolidate in Africa and 
the Near East . Their great adventure is the 
chance of developilig an Arab world and 
exploit ing Africa. 

There she could obtain raw mat eri?-ls pro
duced with cheap labor to be processed in 
England for export at a profit to Brit ain. By 
agreement with either the United States or 
Russia she might be able to share the rich 
oil fields of the Near East, whence would 
come t he oil to power the air force and fleet 
that would defend the African empire. The 
Arabs offer a brilliant opportunity, for they 
are a people of great ability and no organi
zation. 

• 
The big danger to the British scheme is 

that t he Russians may inject themselves into 
the Near East and north Africa before the 
British are able to carry their plans for Africa 
and the Near East to fruition. 

It is here that the next American move be
camEls decisive. If the United States takes up 
the position in Greece that the British Army 
is evacuating, the burden of defending the 
British sphere in Africa and the Near East in 
its formatfve period falls upon the United 
States. Not only is Britain's African empire 
then prot ect ed, but Britain is in a strategic 
position later on to' shift her alliance toward 
a Russia exasperated by American obstruc
tion. Once Britain's African and Near East 
eastern empires are established she would 
have stock in trade--Arabian oil that could 
be shared with Russia, and foreign markets 
in the Balkans and in Asia that might advan
tageously be shared with the Russian cartels 
on some basis mutually satisfactory to the 
two somalist governments. The exclusion 
of American goods from European and Asiatic 
markets would naturally be required, since 
England's production competes in export 
with America's. 

The British shift out of the Far East and 
eastern Europe into Africa and the Near 
East, and her political reorientation from 
the American orbit to the Russian will not 
come to pass in a day. Britain has still to 
use up her American loan. She can import 
only from America, because only America is 
rich enough to export at this time. But in 
the long run Britain's interests will dovetail 
with Russia's more closely than our own 
and her political alinement with Russia is 
therefore probable. To think thus may 
shock the sentiments of many good people. 
But in the game of power politics, which 
for four centuries has found England waging 
wars against Spain, France, Russia, and Ger
many with complete impartiality, there are 
no scruples but only interests. 

• 
At the same time, the Russian Govern

ment is desirous of expanding its sphere of 
influence to contiguous territories for three 
reasons: (1) For defense through buffer 
states; (2) for space in which to build up 
complementary trading areas; (3) for outlets 
to the sea. 

How, then, will the Russians react if the 
United States should formulate a foreign 
policy that has as its obvious purpose con
trol of the flanks on Russia's only warm 
water outlet? 

• 
To Russia the American decision to take 

over Greece must be a particularly bitter pill 
to swallow, because not only is it a t hreat 
to Russia's security as well as her expansion, 
but it comes right after the Russians gave 
their approval to America's claim for control 
of the militarily st rategic Pacific islands. 
The Russians must think th~t we Americans 

want the whole world, including their back 
door. 

The upshot cannot be favorable for the 
United States. The Russians will be resent
ful. and even more suspicious than in the 
past. They will close ranks at hoJne, more 
willingly suffering a low standard of living 
in order to build up their industrial poten
tial for defense. They will look to Brit ain · 
as an ally, even as a partner in the develop
ment of oil fields in the Near East, and to 
the exclusion of the United States. 

• 
The essential quality of capitalism is this: 

That it is an economy governed by a free 
market in which prices, demand, and sup
ply are at liberty to reach an equilibrium 
with out government intervention. Under 
pure socialism, prices and supplies are de
termined by the government and the de
mand is regulated by rationing. 

The free economy is clearly the more effi
cient except during periods of deep malad
justment. 

In every instance where the people them
selves · have had a chance to choose between 
an economy that has a degree of free deter
mination and an economy of complete gov
ernment regimentation, the people have al
ways shown a strong preference for the free 
economy. Since this has been so wherever 
the· two systems came into conflict, it may 
be concluded that sooner or later the Rus
sian people will themselves insist upon a 
greater degree of freedom in their country. 

To this the foe of Russia replies that there 
can be no freedom of choice in that country. 
That is true today. That is not true of 
tomorrow. Today the Russians must tighten 
their belts to produce capital enough to 
build up their income. Once they have 
forced through their industrialization-a 
process which the Russians are attempting 

·to complete in a generation though other 
nations have required centuries-they will 
be ready to live. 

The Russian people have a sincere admira
tion for America arid American achievement, 
as ' attested by the dispa.tches of many re
sponsible men who have visited Russia. 
Why, then, is it necessary to prove to them 
at the point of a gun that our way of life is 
superior to their own? · Especially so when 
pointing the gun requires that we weaken 
our own way of life? 

It is necessary to be practical. There must 
be some lines within which the contest -for 
men's loyalties can be fought out by force 
of example. We are not yet such a perfect 
race that we can eliminate power politics al
together. But in the practical application 
of power politics, the first rule is not to bite 
off more than can be chewed. The natural, 
'the practical sphere, in which to prove the 
superiority of capitali~m and individualism 
is North and South America and the islands 
of the Caribbean and Pacific. These happen 
also to be the territories that the United 
States has traditionally defended. The area 
is large enough to be economically self-sus
taining. Yet one imagines that. if any re
sponsible government authority advocated 
intervention in South America political and 
economic affairs, he would be denounced as an 
imperialist by the very same people who shout 
isolationist at anyone who is reluctant to 
see America control the ,government of 
Greece. 

There is not such a vast gulf between the 
Russians and ourselves that we could not 
live together in peace in our own parts of 
the world. It is implicit in the Russian pro
gram to relax the present regimentation of 
the individual's life. When that happens 
the difference between us will be no greater 
than that between us and the socialist state 

·of Gr~at Britain. 

The contest of capitalism versus commu
nism will then get down to a question of 
which works better. That could be settled 
without warfare. It would seem to be the 
part of wisdom for America to strengthen 
capitalism by removing as many as possible 
of the controls that make it unworkable, 
such as tariffs, cartels, subsidized prices, la
bor monopolies, and income taxes that pre
vent const ruct ive enterprise. Nobody is go
ing to stop the expansion of communism by 
sticking a $250,000,000 thorn into the side of 
Russia. Communism will be stopped by 
somet hing that works better. 

I was greatly impressed today, Mr. 
President, at a luncheon in honor of a 
distinguished visitor from England, a 
Member of Parliament. In discussing 
the situation in Europe he pointed out 
that the proper way to stop communism 
is not by the establishment of Maginot 
Lines but by making democracy work 
better in democratic countries. 

I continue quoting from the Value
Line, Investment Survey: 

They can learn, but they will not be taught 
at the point of a foreign gun. Nor wm they 
learn to admire the capitalist economy un
less we capitalists see to it that it works. 
We have more to do in North and South 
America than on the flanks of the Darda
nelles. 

The danger to Americans is not the ac
tivity of Communist agents but the deteri
oration of capitalism itself. Sensing 9ur 
own weakness we look for a foreign devil to 
blame it on. But this is self-deception. 
Communism would have no chance at all 
in a world, or even in a part of a world, 
in which capitalism was working. Rome did 
not fall because of the power of the bar
barians but because of the weakness of the 
Romans. In weakening capitalism in order 
to "contain" Russia by naked military force, 
we do not defend ourselves intelligently. 

The views expressed by the able Sena
tors whom I have quoted are in accord 
with the thoughts I have been attempting 
to express here. I feel that before we 
act on this matter we must enlighten 
the whole people on the subject. They 
must back us up or we will have failed. 

Many private citizens and leade!'s in 
American public life have discussed this 
subject during the last few days express
ing with varying degrees similar views. 
I have had many letters from citizens of 
my State who appear to be considerably 
alarmed as a result of this proposal. 

In one letter from a prominent busi
nessman in Missoula, Mont., I find the 
following: 

I have conversed with a number of people 
on the subject and the unanimous feeling is 
that any assistance rendered should be with 
extreme caution. There are varied feelings 
as to what might happen, such as invit ing 
another war, encouraging more poverty
stricken nations with high hopes of our 
being a Santa Claus to them also. The feel
ing is that we should be more than ever 
thinking about making ourselves strong, 
keeping out of other people's business, and 
that if help in any form is rendered it should 
be with the thought in mind to help them 
become able to help themselves. 

Another letter from a businessman in 
Great Falls, Mont., states as follows: 

The illness of Greece is critical and severe 
but in my opinion can be treated and· brought 
to recovery without the drastic military steps 
this country is contemplating. Each year 
thousands of people in rural Greece are . 
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dying from exposure because their villages 
have been destroyed and no shelter has yet 
been provided. Please accept this from one 
who knows-I was there and saw it. This 
almost hopeless condition is driving the peo
ple to what we term "communism," but be 
assured that the Greek peop•e themselves are 
anything but Communists-they are indi
vidualists as all their actions of life show 
but are being driven by desperation to their 
own· destruction by communistic influences. 
The so-called Red army in Greece is made up 
mostly of youngsters who were selected when 
Greece was !•lVaded by the Germans and 
whose education has been nothing else but a 
series of economic and political slogans. 
They don't know any better. The present 
government has through terrorism, as I have 
seen it enacted by the country police, not 
helped any to alleviate the desperation above 
mentioned, nor has it taken out of the 
rebel army the immature youngsters. On 
the other hand, they have ·driven them 
further away from the present government. 
Without making 'this too long, be assured, 
Senator, that if the Greek people were given 
reasonable shelter by rebuilding their vil
lages, a little assistance in agriculture, a 
chance to have an education, and freedom 
from oppression, and allowed to select a rep
resentative government without coercion, 
Greece would be safe and no American sol
diers would be ~equired. 

I have numerous letters along the same 
lines warning that this matter should be 
very carefully studied before we take the 
course proposed. 

Mr. President, these are not ill-con
sidered arbitrary expressions from un
thinking people. The citizens of this 
country will patriotically accept any plan 
shown to be essential to the preservation 

· of our American way of life. They hesi
tate, however, when they are called upon 
·to support a course which may possibly 
lead us into a dangerous position. No 
one here can justifiably cast aspersions 
on citizens for frankly expressing their 
judgment on this momentous question. 
We must not forget that any course we 
pursue must have the backing of the peo
ple, and it will be wise at the outset to 
take the people into our confidence and 
try to adopt a program here which can 
be shown to be sound and that will not 
involve us in dangerous consequences. 

The situation calls for speed but not 
for reckless speed. If the course proposed 
in this legislation is the only sound 
course we could pursue, then it must be 
made clear to the A..merican people and 
we may rest assured it· will be accepted. 
That has not been done so far, because 
90 percent of my correspondents express 
opposition to it in its present form. No 
longer can we depend on a select few to 
determine the destiny of our country. 
The people of this Nation are well aware 
of the fact that in the past serious dip
lomatic mistakes have been made which 
have been costly to us. We must not 
now attempt to hurry this matter 
through the Congress without adequate 
amendments and safeguards. Otherwise, 
we may later find that we have adopted 
a policy by our hasty action which may 
be under suspicion and distrust in the 
country. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, when 
this proposal was first announced, the 
people of our country were not in posses
sion of sufficient information of the con
ditions to have a proper understanding 
of its effect and meaning. I believe that 

the hearings subsequently held were in
adequate to fully develop the justification 
for this program and the ultimate ·costs 
we would assume in carrying it out. Very 
little consideration was given to the con
ditions prevailing in Turkey and Greece 
which prompted the program. 

I am satisfied, and I think we all here 
recognize, that the fundamental purpose 
of this bill is to advance the democratic 
cause in those two countries and 
strengthen the democratic position of 
this Nation in international affairs. If 
this purpose can be shown to be well
conceived and thoroughly demonstrated 
to the American people, I am sure that 
most of the present confusion and mis
understanding concerning the measure 
would disappear. I say this, of qourse, 
with the assumption tl1at it must be 
s1aown to be a practical program-that 
It is feasible and that it will not be so 
costly as to threaten our national sol-
vency. , 

I wish to make it perfectly clear that 
I am not unalterably opposed to this pro
gram, but I do feel that it requires more 
study and that some amendments are 
necessary. I should like to have seen 
more extensive hearings in order that 
all the facts and all the conditions cf 
the program could be completely under
stood by the people of this country. I 
want the public to know exactly what 
we are doing in order that we may have 
undivided support in any course we take. 

Under our democratic system any for
eign policy must rest upon public approval 

. for support. The public must be fully 
and completely infermed on all commit
ments, policies, and . actions. To with
hold any information would be unwise 
and dangerous. The American people all 
understand that ever since the ending of 
the war, the Soviet Government has pur
sued "a course of arbitrary opposition-a 
course of deiay and obstruction to the 
early establishment of a just peace and 
settlement of the problems arising out of 
the war. It is generally felt that we must 
find some way of letting the Soviet Gov
ernment know that the American people 
are firmly united in opposition to the 
imposition of her ideologies or her arbi
trary will on other nations of the world. 
The program which we are providing in 
the legislation now being considered may 
be the only effective course for our coun .. 
try to pursue. I feel, however, that it has 
not yet been demonstrated. 

It is therefore important that all its 
provisions and implications be made 
clear. I want the country to know the 
full extent of the burdens we are assum
ing and the full consequences which may 
result in the adoption of this policy. 
Only if we do thiS, can we have the un
divided support of the American people 
back of it. 

I do not wish to be understood as re
flecting in any way on the efforts of the 
distinguished members of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee or the very 
able chairman of that committee who by 
reason of his recog~~ed ability has the 
confidence of every Member of the Sen
ate. I think the able and conscientious 
chairman of the committee has already 
made invaluable contributions to our 
country and to the world in connection 
with our peace et!orts. l wish to assure 

him of my support to the fullest degree 
in the heavy burdens which he has as
sumed and iS carrying out on behalf of 
our country. 

In offering the amendments which I 
have presented to the Senate, my sole 
purpose has been to aid in making it 
clear that by our action here we are not 
bypassing the United Nations organiza
tion. I want to support the President 
and cooperate with the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee in this matter, be
cause I fully appreciate the neeti of na
tional unity in the face of the dangerous 
conditions which confront us. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish to 
address myself to the able acting ma
jority leader. Of course, I would not 
make any motion without first having 
some understanding about it. But I feel 
very strongly that when we have night 
sessions and when everyone is acting in 
good faith in an effort to expedite the 
business of the Senate, it is only fair that 
Senators have some time for dinner, and 
tLat no Senator be asked to stand on the 
floor and speak to empty seats. while 
many other Senators are in the dining 
room getting their dinner. · 

I wonder what the acting majority 
leader would think about frankly taking 
a dinner recess until '1 o'clock, and then 
returning here. If we remain in session 
3 or 4 hours after that, it would seem to 
me that that time, in addition to the 6 

. hours we would already have devoted to 
the session today, would make a total of 
10 or 11 hours of work, which would be a 
fairly good working day. 

I would not wish to ask the Senator 
to make such a decision without reflec
tion and consultation with his col
leagues; and I assume that no Senator 

· would take advantage of the situation 
by attempting to break a quorum of the 
Senate and thereby prevent debate this 
evening. 

But I wonder whether it would be 
· possible for us to have a short time for 
dinner, and then resume our delibera
tions a little later in the evening. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I did 
not quite understand all the Senator's 
proposal. I should like very much to 
have the Senate continue to follow the 
announced plan, and proceed until 7:30 
or 8 o'clock, at least, and then, perhaps, 
determine what Senators wish to do 
thereafter. 

I am quite satisfied to have the Sena
tor from Florida yield for the suggestion 
of the absence of a quorum, if he wishes 
to do so. 

Mr. PEPPER. I was only making an 
informal suggestion; I would not under 

· any circumstances make a motion to 
that effect without having fir$t an un
derstanding about the matter. I am 
simply saying that the Senate has been 
in session for 6 hours, lacking 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 
Mr. PEPPER. And presumably the 

Senate will be in session this evening 
until 10 or 11 o'clock. I think the Sena
tor from Colorado expects to address 
the Senate, and possibly I myself will do 
so, and thereafter perhaps other Sen
ators will address the Senate. That will 
mean that we shall have put in a rather 
full working day. 
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If the Senator from Colorado begins 
to speak at this time, many Senators are 
downstairs having their dinner, and it is 
a little unfair to call them away from 
their meal for a quorum, thus interrupt
ing their dinner, and then have them 
return to the dining room. At the same 
,time I do not wish in any sense of the 
word to break a quorum and make the 
evening's efforts futile. 

So I am wondering whether the Sena
tor thinks we should proceed without a 
quorum call and without at the same 
.time having any Senator speak to only 
a handful of Senators during the normal 
dinner hour. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
deeply appreciate the suggestion of the 
Senator from Florida. I should like to 
suggest to him that yesterday announce
ment was made that this evening the 
Senate would have a night session and 
would continue in session without inter
ruption. Accordingly, I appeal to the 
distinguished Senator's sense of fairness 
to let us proceed. 

I, myself, think the absence of a 
. quorum should be suggesteci so as to get 
Senators into the Chamber, let the ses
siqJn continue until the Senator from 
Colorado and the Senator from Florida 

. have concluded, and then take a recess 
until tomorrow. 

We are up against the same condition 
we always face in connection with night 
sessions. We ha·ve been attempting to 
bring this legislative proposal to a con-

. elusion, and I have tried my very 
best--

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from Ne
braska has been very couperative. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have made my best 
efforts to have the Senate hold night ses
sions and to have a full a> tendance at 
them. I definitely announced on yes-

, terday, Tuesday, that it was planned to 
have a session today, Wednesday, and 
also a session tonight, Wednesday night, 
to try to facilitate progress on the pend-

. ing measure and to conclude action on it. 
Mr. PEPPER. I understand that. 
Mr. WHERRY. I should appreciate it 

very much if the Senato'r from Florida 
would not make such a motion as he 
'indicated he had in mind. Let us pro
ceed without interruption until the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado and 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
have concluded their remarks. • Possibly 
by that time some arrangement can be 
worked out in regard to a vote on this 
measure, either at the end of the week 
or the first of next week, in a way that 
might be acceptable to all of us who 
understand the situation. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me briefly? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
· the Senator from Florida yield to the 

Senator from Texas? · 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I wish to say to the 

distinguished Senator from Nebraska, as 
well as to the able Senator from Florida, 
that night sessions, according to my 
experience, are wholly inadequate and 

' very seldom prove to be of any benefit. 
Let me say to the Senator that night 
sessions are washouts, as a rule, and they 
interfere greatly with the plans of many 
Senators. There is a very small attend-

ance at night sessions. Of course, there 
are many persons in the galleries, if Sen
ators wish to convince them. 

But I think it is not fair to the Sena
tor from Florida to ask him to speak at 
a time when many Senators are eating 
their dinner or, later on, going to the 
theater. It is not fair to the Senator 
from Colorado, either. 

I think we would save time by aban
doning the plan for night sessions, and 
by meeting tomorrow and devoting all 
day tomorrow to the subject now before 
us. At that time there will be nothing 
for Senators to do but speak on the 
pending business. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish 
the Senator from Nebraska to under
stand that I was not about to make a 
motion or take any other action in re
gard to the matter. I was merely mak-
ing a suggestion. · 

I somewhat disagree w~th my able 
friend, the Senator from Texas, about 
the efficacy of night sessions. As a gen
eral rule, it seems to me we have a bet
ter attendance in the Senate at evening 
sessions than we do at sessions during 
the day. 

But I feel the same way about hav
ing the Senate take time for both lunch 
and dinner, as I have heretofore stated 
on the floor of the Senate. It seems to 
me that to have a Senator address the 
Senate at a time when; as the Senator 
from Texas has so graciously said, other 
Senators are out of the Senate Chamber, 
taking their meals, reflects upon the Sen
ate to those who come here to observe, 
and also "is rather a discourtesy and per
haps a disadvantage and an embarrass
ment to the Senators who have to speak. 
Probably we should not .here this even
ing attempt to make new rules. 

I desire to suggest to the leadership of 
the Senate that I think from time to time 
we should have evening sessions, but 
when we run up to 6 o'clcck, let us recess 
until 7, so Senators may go downstairs 
and have their dinners, and th.en let us 
return and have a quorum call and 2 or 
3 hours of debate in the evening. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, once 
· again I should like briefly to reply to the 
observation of the distinguished Senator 
from Florida. There seems to be argu
ment both ways as to whether or not 
the Senate should run straight through, 
when it is to have a night session, with
out a recess for dinner, or whether we 
should recess for an hour or two and re
turn at 7 ·o'clock. We have tried both 
wa.ys this session, and I submit to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida that 
one of the best sessions we had this year 

. was the night when we ran straight 
through. The distinguished Senator 
from Florida himself will recall the de
bate we had on the portal-to-portal bill, 
in which the Senator took a conspicuous 
part. 
· I myself feel that if we are to have 
night sessions we should run straight 
through and adjourn earlier. I also 

. agree that it is difficult, when the Senate 
· meets each day, to hold . night sessions 

and secure a full attendance. We have 
had a pretty stiff session today, sitting 
for 6 hours, and have had a spirited de
bate on the pending question. I should 
like to comply with the Senator's request. 

·I will · say i hat if we are -to have night 
sessions in the future, we will again con
sider recessing_for .2 hours at dinnertime 
and return after dinner . . 

Inasmuch as it was announced that to
night we would sit straight through until 
we got ready to adjourn, we will proceed 
without a recess, and at this time I sug
gest -the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Briclter 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Bushfield · 
Byrd 
Cain 

·Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Green 
Gurney 
Hawkes 
Hayden 

Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kern 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Malone 
Martin 
Millikin 
Moore 
Morse 
Murray 
Myers 

O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Sal tons tall · 

· smith 
Sparkman 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Umst ead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev
enty-five Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
be excused fr~m attendance on the Sen
ate during the remainder of today's ses
sion and all day tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, consent is granted. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be absent from 
the Senate tomorrow and Friday. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the request is granted. 

AID TO GREECE AND TURKEY 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of thl..! bill <S. 938> to provide for assist
ance to Greece and Turkey. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi
dent, I wish to discuss at this time an
other of my amendments. At the end of 
the bill I propose to insert the following 
new section: 

SEc. -. As a condition precedent to the 
receipt of any assistance pursuant to this 
act, the Government requesting such assist~· 
ance shall agree (a) to abolish within 90 
days all hereditary offices and titles under 

. such government; (b) to hold within 90 days 
free and democratic elections for the purpose 
of determining the chief executive officer of 
such government and the membership of its 

· legislative body and to grant prior to such 
elections universal suffrage for all persons 
over the age of 21: (c) to afford t;o all polit
ical parties full opportunity to participate 
and engage in election activities prior to the 
holding of such elections; and (d) to grant 
immediate amnesty to all political opponents 
of the persons or parties in control of the 
government requesting 'such assistance. 

The amendment is directed at one of 
the e~ils which is apparent in connec
tion with the undertaking upon which 
we are urged to enter, namely, that one 
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of the governments we are supporting, 
the Government of Greece, is not a gov
ernment worthy of our support. It is a 
government which does not hold the 
viewpoint which we cherish. It is not 
a democracy. It is a military-Fascist 
government. My amendment is di
rected toward correcting that evil be
fore we put up our money and place our 
stamp of approval upon the proposal 
which is pending in ibe Senate bill. I 
most earnestly hope that Senators will 
give serious consideration to the 
amendment. 

In his message to the Congress the 
President stated: 

No government is perfect. 

In a further significant admission the 
President stated: 

. The Greek Government bas made mistakes. 
The extension of aid by this country does not 
mean that the United States condones every
thin"' that the Greek Government bas done, 
or ;ill do. We have condemned in the 
past, and we condemn now, extremist meas
ures of the right or the left, We have in 
the past advised tolerance, and we advise 
tolerance now. 

I call the Senate's attention to three 
words in this rather remarkable and 
frank statement b) the President. He 
said that the Greek. Government has 
made mistakes. He further said "The 
extension of aid by this country does not 
mean that the United States condones 
everything that the Greek Government 
has done, or will do." Evidently the 
President fully anticipates that the 
Greek Government in the future is not 
going to be much better than the Greek 
Government has been in the past. So 
we are giving them a blank check: We 
are not necessarily requiring them to ad
here to any of the principles which we 
hold so sacred, but are simply saying, "We 
do not like you, we do not like what you 
have done, we do not like your record, we 
know that you have not done tht right 
thing in the past, and we knov that you 
will not do the right thing in the future." 
The President adds the words, "or will 
do." It seems to me that the Congress of 

· the United States cannot go along witn 
the President in that kind of a proposal. 

I heard on the floor of the Senate to
day questions raised as to what the 
alternative would be if we rejected this 
program, and what the alternative would 
be if we accepted it. From the conclu
sions which I heard stated on the fioor 
the situation is pretty bad in either eyent. 
If we accept the program we face bank
ruptcy; if we do not some Senators say 
we are offering the green light to the 
expansionist program of Soviet Russia. 

It seems to me that there ought to be 
another alternative, and I think there is 
another alternative. I think we might 
proceed with a humanitarian program 
for Greece and still stand on our feet and 
demand · that certain conditions in 
Greece and in Turkey be fully met before 
those · countries can receive our assist
ance, and, what is more, before they may 

·have our stamp of approval upon what 
they" are doing. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
· Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am 
glad to yieJd. 

. XCIII--221 

. Mr. WHERRY. The. Senator has 
stated correctly that upon the fioor this 
afternoon during the debate on this issue 
it has been stated that we face certain 
alternatives. The statement was made 
by the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan that he is basing his judgment on 
what the price will be if we do not ac
cept the proposal. The distinguished 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] 
asked the question: What will the price 
be if we accept the proposal? The dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado in 
years gone by has been a member of the 
Military Affairs Committee, and has had 
considerable experience with and a deep 
knowledge of world problems. I have 
profound respect for his judgment. I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen
ator the same question the Senator from 
Nevada asked the Senator from Michi
gan. What is the price going to be if 
we accept the proposal and send military 
aid to the countries involved, and then 
become involved in difficulty with Rus
sia? Are we then in war, and if we are 
in war, what is the price going to be? 
Does the Senator care to express an opin
ion on that point? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
should be glad to give the Senator my 
opinion for what it may be worth. In 
my opinion, we face the grave danger of 
getting into a war with Russia. If we 
escape from a war with Russia it will 
only be because Russia feels that she is 
not strong enough to fight us at this time, 
and she will be preparing for the day 
when she may be stronger and when 
perhaps we may be weaker, when war 
may come. In other words, if she is not 
able to set the time now she will set it 
at her own pleasure and at her own con
venience for a later date. 

As I see it, we are heading for a mili
tary clash with Russia, and there is no 
escape from such a clash. If Russia is 
strong enough I do not see how she can 
permit the alliance between Turkey and 
the United States of America which is 
proposed in this proposal. The proposal 
is for a military alliance. We are mov
ing the uniform and we are moving the 
fiag into Turkey. Russia cannot accept 
such a condition. The uniform and the 
fiag are being moved into Turkey. If 
Senators will read between the lines in 
the President's message and listen to the 
debate on the fioor of the Senate- they 
will know that the fiag and the uniform 
are going into Turkey to stop Russia. 
That is the objective; that ·is the pur
pose involved. Russia must know that 
as well as we know it. . 

As I stated the other evening, Russia 
knows that if no outside help is given 
to Turkey, even though she is a fairly 
strong nation, she will be of no danger to 
the Soviet Union. But when a great mil
itary power such as the United States 
moves into Turkey with a military alli
ance and attempts to use Turkey and 
proposes to use Turkey as a springboard 
to fiy at the throat of Russia, certainly 
Russia must take note of it. 

Mr. President, I have not gazed into a 
·crystal ball, and I am not a prophet, so 
I do not know what Russia will do, but 
I feel certain that if Russia feels suffi

. ciently strong she Will resist this sort 
of thing with eve17 ounce of her strength. 

What is proposed to be done appeals to 
me to be a military aggression, just as 
we would cons.ider it a military aggres
sion if Russia should move into Cuba or 
into one of our Latin-American neigh
bors. I am sure there would be great 
consternation and great anger and that 
the United States would feel terribly dis
pleased if, for instance, Russia should 
move into Cuba. I am told that there 
are far more Communists in Cuba than 
there are in Turkey. So we must go 
back to the Golden Rule, which was laid 
down by the greatest Teacher man has 
ever had, and do unto others as we would 
have others do unto us. We must put 
ourselves in Russia's place. ·· We must 
admit that this program is · a threat to 
Russia. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Inasmuch as this has 

been said on the fioor of the Senate be
fore today, I am not giving away any 
military secrets when I mention it. It I 
correctly remember, the junior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] stated 
that our aid to Turkey would consist of 
improving her harbors, docks, highway 
syst~m. and communications system. It 
seems to me that we are getting ready 
to unload troops and start a campaign 
against someone. The purpose is not to 

·strengthen Turkey. It is to establish a 
landing piace for us. If I were a Rus
sian, I would certainly be worried. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
whole proposal is to · use Turkey for a 
springboard. That can be the only ob
jective. Turkey is remarkably well situ
ated on the map for such a purpose. She 
is well adapted to that purpose. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. The distinguished 

Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILSON] pro
pounded an inquiry to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] as to what 
limitation, if any, there was in para
graph <3> on page 3, with reference to 
the military appropriation. As I recall 
the answer, it was to the effect that there 
was no limitation on the $150,000,000 as 
to what the military equipment should 
be. The Senator has handled a great 
deal of legislation. Except for the 
amount of money involved, does he feel 
that there is any limitation as to what 
the money can b.e spent for so far as 
military equipment is concerned? 

I should lik.e to ask a further question. 
Is there any limitation in the bill on the 
number of troops that might finally be 
sent into Greece and Turkey? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I find no 
limitations, except as to the amount of 
money. The President and the Senator 
from Michigan have very frankly stated 
that more money may be required. The 
President has stated that he will ask 
Congress for more money if more is 
needed. When we undertake a military 
maneuver we cannot stop to place limi
tations on costs. This is only the first 
installment. No man knows what will 
follow. The President was frank enough 
to tell us that he would come back and 
talk to the Congress if he needed more 
money. 
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I have repeatedly heard Senators say -

today, and before today, in the cloak
rooms and on the floor of the Senate, 
that they intended to vote for the bill 
because they did not want to let the Pres
ident down. Suppose we get our flag 
over there, and establish our troops over 
there, and the war clouds begin to roll 
closer and the threat becomes greater. 
What can we do? We shall have to go 
on. Congress will be helpless. Congress 
cannot do anythin·g about it. 

During the last war we voted appro
priation after appropriation. We never 
batted an eye. We voted whatever was 
asked for. - We never turned down any 
reauests. We never restricted those in 
authority to the extent of a single dollar 
on any occasion. We never questioned 
the amount of money asked for. We 
could not. American youth was in uni
form. American youth was facing gun
fire. It was no time for us to ·be quib
bling over appropriations. We shall be 
facing exactly the same situation in this 
case. There is no limitation as to the 
amount of expenditure, the nature of 
the expenditure, or anything else with 
respect to this adventure. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Would the distin

guished Senator from Colorado feel as 
much morally bound to vote for a dec
laration of war against Russia in the 
event .she should resent our move into 
Greece and pick up the g·auntlet which 
the President has thrown down as he now 
feels bound to vote for the bill before us? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: The Sen
ator from Colorado does not intend to 
vote for the bill. However, if this pro
gram is carried to. the point wher.e we 
are to get into war, the Ser:ator may be 
very certain that the Senator from Colo
rado will not hesitate to do everything 
in his power to place this Nation in a · 
position where it can win the war. After 
we o~ce get into war there is no turning 
back. We must give everything we have. 
The Senator from Colorado certainly 
would do that if we were to get into war. 
But I do not like to play with fire. I do 
not like to take unnecessary risks. 

I can show the Senator on the map an 
exact parallel to the present situation 
which occurred in the last World War. 
We sent troops to the Philippine Islands. 
General MacArthur was in charge of 
them. We sent more troops than we had 
supply lines to take care · of in case of 
trouble. The Philippine Islands were 
directly in the path of the Japanese on 
their way to the oil fields, the rubber 
fields, and the tin mines of the East In
dies. Those troops were placed in a 
fine strategic position-directly in the 
path which the enemy wanted to travel. 
We could not have found a better loca
tion, and today we cannot find a better 
location than Turkey. We placed our 
troops directly in the path of the enemy. 
We had no way of supplying them with 
arms, munitions, and other supplies. 
What happened to them is history. The 
same thing will happen here, as I see it. 

Mr. MALONE. - Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Perhaps I should 
frame the question differently. On the 
basis of the Senator's experience in the 
Senate, if the Congress of the United 
States should pass the pending bill and 
we should enter upon this adventure, 
would we not then be morally bound to 
go to war with Russia if Russia should 
oppose us and attack the few men we 
have over there? Would we not be 
morally bound to go to war, just as we 
were in the First World War? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
Whenever the uniform is attacked, of 
course, we are in war. There is no 
escape from it. 

Mr. MALONE. We could not with
draw. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. 
There could . be no backing up. That 
would be humanly impossible. Before 
the last World War, when we were edging 
closer and closer, it was said that one 
cannot take a single step down Niagara 
Falls and then back up. The same prin
ciple applies here. We cannot take one 
step down Niagara Falls and back up if 
things do not look the way we want them 
to look. We had better be thinking 
about the steps we propose to take before 
we take any of them. So, in this case, 
we ought to figure this thing out on a 
careful basis before we take any risks 
which might involve us in a war with 
Russia. 

Mr. MALONE. Then, it is the Sena
tor's opinion, I take it, that now is the 
time to spend a couple of weeks thinking 
this thing over. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
Now is the time to think it over. This is 
our responsibility. This is the only op
portunity the Senator and I and other 
Senators will have to think it over before 
taking action. This is our day. After 
this day passes we shall be in the lap 
of the gods, and whatever they hand out 
we shall have to accept. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Did the Senator hear 

the Senator from Missouri [Mr. KEM] 
today? The suggestion he made was 
that perhaps it would be a good idea for 
us to request a report from the United 
Nations as to whether they are equipped 
to h~ndle this question or whether they 
want to try to handle it. Would it not 
be a good idea for us to ask them and to 
wait until we receive a report from them 
before we jump in with both feet, or, to 
use a better eJ{pression, as the Senator 
has said, before we "take one step down 
Niagara Falls"? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
think it would be only good judgment. 
It would be consistent with the things we 
have attempted, with the hopes we have 
for the United Nations, to have word 
from them in a positive sort of way. Of 
course, we ate doing it through the Van
denberg amendment in a negative sort 
of way. They can stop us. It seems to 
me it is not quite satisfactory. We 
should go beyond that. We should have 
a positive statement from them that they 
want us to go ahead. In other words, I 
think we should be asked by the United 
Nations to do this job, instead of telling 
them, "If you want to stop us, you may 

stop us.". They probably know that al
ready. I hope they will stop us. I think 
there is. some hope that they may stop 
us-not because of the Vandenberg 
amendment, but because of their own 
-authority which was given to them when 
the ·charter was subscribed. I think 
they have that authority without the 
Vandenberg amendment, and I hope they 
exercise it. I pave some small hope that 
they will. / 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
gladly yield to the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Colorado has stated that he will 
vote against the bill arid has painted a 
very gloomy picture, in answer to a ques
tion, pointing out all the bad things that 
can happen by taking this step. It is 
equally fair, is it not, I ask the Senator, 
for those of us who will vote for the 
bill to feel that war is less imminent and 
can be postponed for a longer time, if it 
has to come, by taking this step than 
by refusing to take it and being swept 
over Niagara Falls? What the Sena
tor has said is equally true, perhaps more 
true, of the picture if we view it from 
the other side of the question. Is not 
that correct? ' 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. I 
feel very certain, however, so long as I 
stay away from Niagara Falls. tilat I 
shall not be swept over it. What tbe 
Senator says, of course, is true. that we 
should weigh going in as against staying 
out. We must do that. What I am sug
gesting is that we weigh both possibilities . 
against a middle-of-the-road course. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
might very well add one more feature
going in as against staying out, after 
the President of the United States has 
taken ~he initiative in asking us to go 
in. What would be the moral effect, the 
psychological effect, and the physical ef
fect of staying out after that has been 
done? · 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. My an
swer to the question and my recommen
dation in connection with that kind of a 
proposal are that we go in with certain 
reservations; that we lay down condi
tions upon which we will go in. One 
of those conditions I am trying · to dis
cuss tonight. That is that we require 
the Government of Greece to be a demo
cra~ic government selected by the peo
ple in a democratic election. I think 
that is one of the important conditions 
which we should lay down, so far as going 
into Greece is concerned. Turkey is a 
different problem, I must admit. I want 
to discuss tonight the situation which 
we are facing in the case of Greece. I 
think that if the Congress of the United 
States should prescribe conditions and 
make them acceptable, we would be 
rendering. most constructive assistance 
to the President of the United-States, to 
the State Department, and to the people 
of the United States. I feel that that is 
one of our great opportunities to do 
something constructive. to work out of 
this dilemma. to escape from a position 
between the devil and the deep sea, 
which is where we are at this time. 
Either way we go we shall be in trouble. 
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I feel that to be true, but I believe that 
there is an opportunity between those 
two horns of the dilemma to work out a 
constructive program. That is what I 
am trying to do. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, we 

all have the greatest sympathy for the 
heroic people of Greece. We want to .do 
something, and we have done something 
in connection with the liberation of 
Greece. During the debate this after
noon, reference was frequently made to 
the fact that if we made available $250,-
0()_0,000 we would forthwith make relief 
available which would preserve the au
tonomy and the confidence of the great 
Greek people. I am disturbed, because 
I read recently in the New York Times
and I assume it to be an authentic ac
count-with a Washington date line, 
under date of March 20, the following 
statement: 

The United States has contributed approx
imately $435,000,000 to · Greece since that 
country was liberated, it was learned today. 
Of the $354,000,000 Greece received through 
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration, the United States contrib
uted approximately 72 percent, or $254,000,-
000. The remaining $181,000,000 was author
ized as follows: 

Lend-lease, $81~500,000; surplus-property. 
credits, $45,000,000; Export-Import Bank 
loan, $25,000,000; Maritime Commission as
sistance for the purchase of Liberty ships, 
$30,000,000. 

This $435,000,000 in a period from Novem
ber 1944 until March of this year was in addi
tion to many millions of dollars provided by 
Britain and other friends of Greece. 

I am wondering how we can justify it. 
The only way that I could accept. it as 
being truthful and accurate would be to 
prove that providing an additional $250,-
000,000 at this time would accomplish 
what $435,000,000 has already failed to 
accomplish in providing essential relief 
for the people of Greece. 

I am reminded that Paul Porter, who 
headed President Truman's ·economic 
mission to Greece, recently made a re
port to a liberal left-wing organization 
which met approximately a month ago in 
the Capital City. Porter, who is an 
astute New Dealer, in thorough sympathy 
with the New Deal program-his connec
tion with OPA will be remembered-was 
sent to Greece to make an investigation 
as head of an economic mission. Of 
course we know he could not be influ
enced in the slightest degree by political 
considerations, because I presume he be
lieves in the bipartisan foreign policy ad
vocated by the President of the United 
States. Porter, in addressing this group
and I quote from a dispatch which ap~ 
peared in the Washington Star-had 
this to say: 

Since its liberation from the Nazis, Greece 
has merely managed to survive. Greece's 
economic and physical resources are in much 
the same condition as when the Nazis were 
expelled. 

There we have the statement of Paul 
Porter, who recently returned from the 
economic mission to Greece which he 
headed, that after the United Nations has 
made available $435,000,000 in the space 
of approximately a year and a half,. for 

the relief of the people of Greece, their 
economic plight is about the same as it 
was when that heroic country was under 
the domination of the Nazis. 

Now we are given assurances that 
$250,000,000 will solve all the problems 
facing the people of Greece at this time. 

I asl~ the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado whether we should place any 
credence in such assurance? The State 
Department inay have other information 
and data available. I assume it has, or 
that the President has, but certainly 
there is little to justify the explicit con
fidence of the Members of the Senate in 
the assurance that another $250,000,000 
will do what $453,000,000 has failed to ac
complish in the past. 

Can the Senator from Colorado give us 
any additional information on that 
point? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course, 
Mr. President, the Senator's conclusions 
are inescapable. The $250,000,000 which 
it is proposed to send to Greece under the 
provisions of this bill will be only a drop 
in the bucket; it will only last a little 
while, if it is utilized in the same way that 
the money previously sent to Greece was 
utilized and if it is poured down the 
same rat hole. Britain herself made a 
considerable contribUtion to Greece, dur
ing the time when our money went there 
and during the time when UNRRA relief 
went there. UNRRA aid was given to the 
Government of Greece, to be distributed 
to the people of Greece. But the Gov
ernment of Greece sold the UNRRA re
lief supplies, goods and food, and put 85 
percent of the proceeds of the sale of 
those supplies into the treasury of the 
Government of Greece. That is what 
happened. I was given that information · 
by one who handled UNRRA officially in 
Greece. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Colorado yield to the 
Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I am greatly dis

turbed by what the Senator· from Colo
rado has just said; namely, that he does 
not believe that $250,000,000 is all the 
money that the Senate of the United 
States will be asked to provide for the 
relief of Greece. Certainly if additional 
funds will be required from our country, 
should we not have full information at 
this time, so that we can act intelligently, 
rather than merely take snap judgment? 
It will not be in the interest of the secu
rity of our country and, as is alleged, in 
the interest of avoiding war, for us to 
go along with the pending bill merely 
because the State Department and the 
President have proposed this step. 

So far as I am concerned, I should 
prefer to take some action through the 
United Nations, so as to force the hand 
of Russia at this time, rather than to go 
through the back door into the Balkans 
or force a showdown a year hence or 
2 or 3 or 5 years from now. I think that 
revelations which have been made dur
ing the past few months, tending to 
show that Uncle Sam and the American 
people were sold down the river by secret 
agreements which were made by repre
sentatives of our country in dealing with 

Russia, and in which Britain, our ally, 
participated, indicate that the time has 
come for all the cards to be placed face 
up upon the table, so that the American 
people and the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States 
may take action predicated upon what 
the entire program is, rather :than to 
adopt a piecemeal program involving our 
taking only one step at this time, but in
evitably to be followed by other steps 
which we are reluctant to take. 

I hesitate to believe that we are not 
getting all the information and are not 
being told the entire truth when it is 
said. that $250,000,000 is all that will be 
required to implement this · program of 
relief for Greece. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
Pres·dent, I do not think the President 
told us that. · I think he told us very 
plainly that he would be back for more 
money if he needed it. I think he put 
us on our guard and gave us the bad 
news when he delivered his message to 
us on March 12. If we go ahead with 
this kind of proposition blindly and with
out giving that phase of it the consider
ation it deserves, of course the fault is 
ours, and the people of the United States 
will have every right to hold us respon
sible for it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I wish to ask the able 

Senator from Colorado this question: If 
what is proposed is to be the policy-and 
it is declared by the President to be the 
policy-should not and would not it have 
to be applied alike in all parts of the 
world where comparable situations exist? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
my understanding of a policy; namely, 
that it should be applied alike every
where. In other words, if this is to be 
the policy, the situation in Greece is not 
simply. a lone incident to be treated with
out regard to other similar situations. 
Of course, Greece, as we see it portrayed 
on the map, is only one small point; and 
the Greek population of 7,000,000 is not 
large . The Greek situation is only one 
small feature of the entire world pro
gram which we are facing. I feel that 

·what the Senator has said is correct; 
and that the Senator is correct in his 
conclusion that if we are laying down a 
policy, that policy applies to everyone, 
everyWhere, and is the foreign policy of 
the United States of America. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. It has been asked on 

the floor of the Senate what would be said 
by the Politburo if we do not accede to 
the President's request. What does the 
able Senator from Colorado think would 
be the effect if we stand up for this policy 
in Greece, and then later, if some other 
situation arose in some other part of the 
world, did not stand up for the same 
policy? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course, 
it will be a singular situation if we are 
going to have one policy for Greece and 
Turkey simply because Greece and Tur
key stand in the so-called path of Russia, 
between Russia and the oil fields of the 
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Middle East, and if we are to have an
other policy for the rest of the world. If 
we are to have a policy, it must be applied 
consistently throughout the world, if it 
is based on the h igh principles which the 
President so eloquently enunciated in 
his message of March 12. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. If w:i·. begin to imple

ment that policy in Greece, but do not 
continue it in place after place all over 
the world, then whenever we quit, if the 
Senator's warning to us is valid, the 
Politburo will be able to say, "Well, they 
started o:ff.,with a policy, but they have 
quit carrying it out." 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course; and then our weakness would be 
shown up. · Unless we are· able to carry 
a policy through to a conclusion-right 
down the road, and all the way down the 
road-we should not adopt the policy in 
the first place. That is as plain as any
thing can be. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Then, if we reach the 

conclusion that we cannot follow this 
policy indefinitely, and cannot finance 
the world forever, what is likely to hap
pen to us is, is it not, that we shall arm 
Turkey and we shall arm Greece and we 
shall arm other countries abroad with 
modern wc.apons, and then one day we 
shall find, just as Great Britain has 
found now, that we have come to the 
end and cannot go further; and then we 
shall have to pull out. , If Russia then 
moves in, she will find there armed 
countries ready to be turned against us. 
Would not that be the situation? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The situ
ation could not be different from what 
the Senator has stated. 

Mr. President, let me say that it is 
quite clear from Mr. Truman's apolo
getic statement that the present govern
ment in Greece is not the kind of govern
ment that the American people would 
approve if they had the full facts before 
them. First of all, of course, there is 
the notorious, venal, and corrupt mon
archy which the Greek people have 
struggled against for a hundred years. 
It is important, I believe, to go back 
:into the history of Greece and remember 
that early in the 19th century the 
Greeks fought a war of independence 
against the Turks. Following that war, 
the Greeks attempted to establish a re
publican form of government, but · the 
great powers then governing the world 
decided that the Greek people must have 
a monarchy. After considerable ma
neuvering, the monarchy was estab
lished. Not a Greek family, not a 
family from the Balkans, but in actual 
fact a German-Bavariari family were 
made the rulers of Greece. This family, 
never popular, has had a turbulent his
tory. King Otto was driven from the 
throne in 1862. The unhappy George I 
was assassinated in 1913. . King Con
stantine abdicated in 1917; and after his 
recall in 1920 he was forced to abdicate 
again in 1922, in favor of George II. 
The late King George II was driven into 

exile in 1924. On October 10, 1935, a 
dictatorship of extreme Royalists, and 
aided by the Royalist Military League 
of high Army and Navy officers, was 
established. · Under that dictatorship, a 
Greek plebiscite wa.., held, and King 
George II was returned to the throne 
from exile. Less than 1 year later
on August 4, 1936- this on-again, gone
again ruler, in violation of his oath to 
preserve a constitutional form of gov
ernment, authorized the notorious and 
hated Metaxas dictatorship. Ruthless 
suppression of civil liberties throughout 
·Greece followed. Greece was attacked 
in 1940 by Italy. By heroic military 
action she repelled the invaders. Sub
sequently, in 1941, Germany joined the 
Italian-Greco war. The Greek army 
was defeated, and Greece surrendered 
unconditionally in August of 1941. 
King George and his government fled to 
Cairo, and then to London. Various 
officials associated with the Metaxas 
dictatorship were guilty of treasonable 
collaboration with the enemy, helping 
to hasten the defeat of Greece, while 
other officials of the Metaxas govern
ment went into exile with King George 
II. Slowly the resistance forc.es formed 
in Greece, and they relentlessly counter
attacked the Germans. King George 
II, from his place of safety in London, 
began to prick up his ears. 

On March 15, 1943, King George and 
his government-in-exile returned to 
Cairo. The various representatives of 
political parties and groups active in 
Greece against the Nazis sent delegates 
to call on the King, and, without excep
tion, all of those parties and resistance 
leaders urged the King to issue a state
ment that he would not return to Greece 
"before people have given their decision 
on the form of the regime." 

It is interesting, Mr. President, that 
the cabinet concurred with the popular 
demand, and so expressed themselves to 
the King, but King George II rejected this 
proposal, as well as the suggestion by the 
British for a national unity government. 
The resistance representatives of the 
patriots fighting in Greece against the 
Nazi occupation were placed under house 
arrest, were kept incommunicado, and 
later were sent back to Greece under ex
tremely humiliating circumstances. We 
can go into great detail, Mr. President, as 
to how the British landed in Greece, how 
they violated their agreements with the 
resistance forces, and how the British 
General Scobie proceeded to conduct civil 
war in Greece against the resistance 
forces which had made matters so un
comfortable for the Nazis. We can show 
in detail how Prime Minister Churchill 
and Foreign Secretary Eden personally 
flew to Greece and intervened in the in
ternal situation. We can show how the 
Royalist forces were not disarmed, while 
every effort was made to destroy the lib
eral groups that had conducted under
ground warfare against the N~zis. We 
can go into the whole history of 2 years 
of British blundering. 

Mr. President, I wish to insert in the 
RECORD at this point a part of a chapter 
in Leland Stowe's very timely book en
titled "While Time Remains." I shall 
not delay the Senate in quoting from the 

book.· I regret that every Member. · 0-f 
the Senate has not read While Time 
Remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr . . 
CooPER in the chair). Is there objec
tion to the request of the Senator from 
Colorado? 

There being rio objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
WHAT WAS THE GREEK "MOUNTAIN BRIGADE,'' 

AND WHO SPONSORED IT? 

In April 1944-while Germans still oc
cupied Greece-"mutiny" broke out in the 
Greek Army and naval forces in Egypt. These 
were Greeks who had fled their country to 
fight on beside the All1es. The EAM resist
ance leaders had smuggled delegates out of 
Greece and sent them to Cairo. These resist
ance delegates came to ask that they-11ke the 
French resistance delegates to the French Na
tional Committee in Nort h ·Africa-should 
be represented in the British-dominated 
Greek Government-in-exile. The Greek pa
triots who were resisting and dying at home 
felt they should have some representation in 
their government. In Cairo the EAM dele
gates were received with harsh words-and 
locked up; finally they were shipped igno
miniously home to Greece. But the British 
and American correspondents in Cairo were 
severely muzzled by censorship. They could 
not report any of this, nor explain what fol
lowed, until long afterward . 

What followed was officially described by 
British officials as a Greek "mutiny." As a 
protest against the high-handed ousting of 
EAM delegates, thousands of Greek soldiers 
and sailors refused to .obey orders. They felt 
that the greatest resistance movement in 
Greece had every right to be represented in 
the exile government. Fighting broke out. 
Many were killed. Thousands of patriotic 
Greeks were jailed-and Allied correspon
dents were not permitted to tell the world 
how and why this incredible thing had hap
pened. Eighteen months later, in the late 
autumn of 1945, some 1,500 anti-Fascist 
Greeks, victims of this "mutiny,'' were still 
imprisoned in British concentration camps 
in remote Eritrea. They had been guilty of 
demanding a Greek government ·of national 
unity. At least until July 1945,it was charged' 
that they had never been granted the right 
to see a representative of the International 
Red Cross. , 

It was immediately after this ruthless sup
pression of Greek soldiers and sailors in 
Egypt-when British guns first shot down 
Greeks-that the Churchlli government pro
ceeded to organize the Greek Mountain Bri
gade All Greeks in Egypt were carefully 
screened. Greek Republicans of all nuances 
from moderate conservatives to leftists, 
officers or men, were barred from the new 
brigttde. It was built up as a strictly Royalist 
and anti-Republican fighting force. Was it 

. a coincidence that the Churchill government 
was a frank champion of King George of 
Greece? A Greek officer, a lifelong Repub
lican, whom I knew well in Albania in 1940, 
told me in Athens: In Cairo I saw the whole 
thing. They jailed or banned all Republican 
officers from the Mountain Brigade." Allied 
correspondents saw this, too, but they were 
not allowed to inform the British and Ariler
ican people. If the Greeks had "mutinied" 
in Egypt, then the Mountain Brigade was a 
Churchill-approved (or invented) Royalist 
plot. 

So the British whipped the monarchist 
MB into fighting trim. The Mountain Bri
gade fought in Italy for about 1 month, 
long enough to help capture Rimini. Then, 
soon after Athens was liberated in mid
October 1944, the British brought in the 
Mountain Brigade. The Athenians cheered 
these men wildly because they were the only 
Greeks who had fought the Germans as a 
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regular army unit. But the EAM-ELAS 
leaders knew that the Mountain Brigade was 
ardently Royalist. And when General Scobie 
demanded that ELAS, the patriots' half
armed forces, should give up their arms, 
these Greeks naturally said: "Disarm the 
Royallst Mountain Brigade, to~r. no, 
thank you:· 

It was this dispute over disarming the 
British-creater, royalist brigade which pre
cipitated the government crisis, which 1n 
turn produced the civil war. In Athens I 
checked over this, step by step, with Greeks 
and correspondents-and Allied officers-who 
were on the spot at the time. Premier Pa
pandreou finally agreed that both ELAS and 
the Mountain Brigade would be disarmed. 
Then Papandreou retracted. He gave an 
EAM member, then in the government, a 
letter from Ger.eral Scobie. The letter said 
that Prime Minister Churchill would not per
mit the roya!ist brigade to be disbanded, 
along with ELAS. The American Ambassa
dor in Athens confirmed to me that this re
jection came either from London or from 
General Scobie. This decision provoked the 
resignation of the EAM ministers. That 
brought on a huge EAM street demonstra
tion on Sunday, December 3. The police 
fired into the unarmed, peaceful paraders. 
The civil war began. I asked a strongly anti
Communist Greek doctor why Churchill for
bade disbanding the brigade. 

"Well, who created the Mountain Brigade?" 
asked the doctor. 

A brigade officer made this frank remark 
· to a friend: "We were brought here for one 
purpose-to suppress the Left. Our men 
have been promised jobs in the new pollee 
force which is going to be formed." 

While I was in Athens, Mountain Brigade 
men were being incorporated wholesale into 
the new Greek Army, called the national 
guard; or into the police. So were the pro
monarchist EDES followers who had cooper
ated with the Germans through most of the 
occupation. But to get the picture straight: 
HOW DID THE GREEK CIVIL WAR START? • WAS 

THERE A RED PLOT? 

In Parliament Prime Minister Churchill 
gave this explanation: "From the depreda
tions and rav.ages of ELAS there devel
oped • • • a well-organized plot by which 
ELAS should march down to Athens and seize 
it by armed force and establish a reign of 
terror." 

In his January 18 (1945) speech Mr. 
Churchill quoted a report from the British 
ambassador to Greece. Ambassador Leeper 
charged that a small, well-armed Communist 
Party had been practicing a "reign of terror" 
all over Greece, and added: "Nobody can 
estimate the number of people kllled or ar
rested before the revolt in Athens actually 
began." This statement implied that left
wing guerrillas had been pillaging and kUling 
in Athens, and throughout most of Greece, 
for weeks before the police began shooting 
on December 3. 

In Athens I investigated with great care 
what had happened between the capital's 
liberation on October 12-14 and December 3. 
For those first two October days ELAS forces 
held Athens alone, until the British arrived. 
Naturally, they were wildly elated-and, of 
course, they went after Quislings and traitors. 
Some were killed, and in the·furore of those 
first 2 days of liberation some innocent 
citizens possibly became victims of passions 
long pent up. But as soon as the British 
came, General Scobie requested ELAS to with
draw their forces from Athens-and ELAS 
withdrew. That, indeed, was a strange pro
cedure for "wel!-:organized plotters•• who, in 
Churchill's version, later planned to march 
on Athens and "establish a reign of terror." 
On October 14 ELAS vastly outnumbered the 
British and held Athens in their power. Why, 
then, did they obediently withdraw? 

In Athens I met many old colleagues. We 
had worked together 1n many parts of Eu
rope. These British and American corre
spondents I knew by long observation. They 
were journalists of great integrity and reli
ability. I asked them, as I asked Greek 
friends of the Italian war period, if looting 
and killing occurred on any important scale 
before December 3. Since British troops ar
rived, they told me, there had been nothing 
remotely resembling a "reign of terror" 1n 
Athens. The terror had started only with 
·the civil war-and then it was war, with 
ruthless fighting on both sides. Frank Ger
vasi of Collier's and M. W. Fodor of the Chi
cago Sun had journeyed from Athens all the 
way north to Salonika and back without en
countering any "massacres" or hint of ELAS 
"depredations." In Salonilta the British 
commander, Major General Hollworthy, told 
them there had not been a single reprisal 
execution by ELAS since that city was liber
ated on November 7. Although I sought 
evidence on every side, Ambassador Leeper's 
statement about vast killings "before the 
revolt in Athens actually began" simply 
could not be substantiated. Along with 
other correspondents I had to conclude 
either that Sir Reginald had been a victim of 
highly emotional rumors, or that he had be
come involved somehow in a deliberate 
falsification. 

Once the civll war started, many upper
class Athenians talked wildly about acts of 
''Communist terror." Certain ELAS extrem
ists had run amok, they said, and committed 
all sorts of crimes. But when you tried to 
get specific dates, you could almost never 
place serious disorder before December 3. 
And American officers and officials, on the 
whole, confirmed this important distinction. 
Mike Fodor, as foreign correspondent, had 
known Greece for more than 20 years. No 
one who has ever met Fodor can question 
his honesty. He summed up the pre
civil war situation to me 1n these words: "In 
25 years I've seen almost every revolution in 
Europe. This, right here, was the quietest, 
calmest, and most civiUzed revolution I've 
ever seen-until the shooting began b.y the 
police and the British intervened." 
BUT HOW DID THE SHOOTING IN ATHENS BEGIN? 

During the week before December 1, the 
Papandreou government was stalemated on 
ho.., to get ELAS and the Mountain Brigade 
disarmed and disbanded. When the British 
command, or Government, insisted that their 
hand-picked brigade of Royalists must have 
special treatment over the resistance patri
ots (who had opposed the Germans at far 
greater cost), the six EAM ministers quit the 
government. Yet when Winston Chm·chill 
told the world about the Greek civil war he 
made no pretense of reporting all the facts. 
He n~>ver so much as mentioned his govern
ment's stand in support of the Royalist 
Mountain Brigade-nor so much as men
tioned the existence of the br!gade. 

On December 2, EAM leaders asked for gov
ernmental permission tc stage a protest dem
onstration-and gave their word that it 
would be unarmed. Papandreou granted per
mission for the parade on December 3, next 
morning. Out of 1,250,000 Greeks in the 
greater Athens area, probably 80 percent or 
man were EAM supporters; mostly workers 
and the poor. That afternoon they got word 
that the demonstration was permitted. Most 
of them had never possessed telephones or 
radios. They ·went to bed early, so as ·: a get 
up at 4 or 5 o'clock and start marqhing to 
Constitution Square in the heart of Athens. 
But Papandreou bad a long parley with Gen
eral Scobie that night, and shortly before 
midnight the premier canceled permission 
for the parade-when the people could not 
possibly be notified. Papandreou also decided 
to declare martial law. From British sources 

I was told that General Scobie told Papan
dreou it was tim£> to "get tough" with EAM. 

On Sunday morning tens of thousands of 
Athenian workers and their wives and chll
dren marched toward and into Constitution 
Square. The police had machine guns on the 
roofs-something no correspondent had seen 
before ther. . The EAM supporters carried 
placards. Some of the slogans read: "Why, 
America, have you abandoned us?" "Amer
ica, we are tired, and we don't want civil 
war." "Bring the traitors to trial." "We 
want a real national unity government." 
The square was jammed with people, but 
cdrrespondents close beside the police lines 
said there was no (Usorder. Tllen, suddenly, 
some of the police began firing into the tight
packed throng. In a short time 25 were dead, 
including a boy, aged 6. Scores more red
dened the pavement from their wounds. Now 
it was not merely martial law, but civil war. 

Later on I had a long conversation with 
British Ambassador Leeper. He talked so 
readily that I had little opportunity to ask 
ouestions. At the end of some 40 minutes, 
f was keenly aware of the fact that the Brit
ish Ambassador had scarcely looked me 
straight in the eye twice throughout his pro
longed monolog. This is a fact which I am 
~ompelled to report. There was a further 
fact. In years of rather frequent encounters 
with ambassadors of many nations, I had 
never left a consultation with such an un
pleasant impression as I took away this time. 
I regret to have to say this, but I believe it 
is too important to be glossed over. 

This happened, oddly enough, without so 
much as asking an embarrassing question. 
Perhaps this was because the official Church
ill-Leeper version of the tragedy in Greece 
had won only one ardent supporte'· among 
some 20 British and American correspondents 
who were making their own investigation of 
facts in Athens. The Churchill-Leeper ver
sion badly needed support in the world press, 
yet about 90 percent of Anglo-American cor
responc:lents on the spot rejected large sec
tions of it in toto. As a more recent arrival, 
I was probably thought to merit an extensive 
official review of the situation. In the course 
of this review, Ambassador Leeper said: "The 
police did not shoot first. Grenades were 
thrown first by the ELAS. The Communists 
put their women and children in the front 
row, as they always do, to hide their armed 
men. They had their guns behind and were 
shooting." 

This statement was so completely contrary 
to everything I had . previously heard that I 
maintained a poker face to hide my amaze
ment-and did not question it. But I went 
back and talked again to about a dozen cor
respondents who-unlike the British Ambas
sador-had been eyewitnesses. Again I 
asked if there had been any shooting by the 
EAM demonstrators. 

"None whatever. Only the police shot." 
That was the unanimous verdict. "We 

never saw any EAM people with weapons in 
their hands," they said. "If any of the EAM 
were shooting, how was it that not a police
man was wounded?" The British corre
spondents were particularly incensed over 
their Ambassador's statement. One of them 
said: "There were never any women and 
children out in front to hide men with 
weapons. That's a lot of --." 

I am absolutely convinced that he was 
right. 

In fact, the absurdity of Ambassador Leep
er's accusation was demonstrated by the 
news photographs which Dimitri Kessel of 
Life risked his own life in taking that morn
ing of death and disgrace. These pictures 
show Greek workers-men, women, and chil
dren-being mowed down by police fi: c, 
without a weapon in their hands. Was it 
merely as a precaution that Papandreou was 
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persuaded, the night before, to declare mar
tial law? By the record of what happened, 
the Athens police should have been placed 
under martial law. 

The massacre by the police prompted the 
EAM-ELAS supporters to attack police sta
tions all over the city. British troops were 
ordered to _yphold the forces of '~l~w and 
order." And within 24 hours the Bn t1sh and 
their Greek royalist bands were 1n serious 
. danger from ELA3 forces, which outnum
bered them greatly and were backed by the 
overwhelming mass of the Athenian popula
tion. That was when 100 United States Army 
transport planes were called upon to inter
vene 1n the civil war. American pllots flew 
in British and Indian troops as reinforce
ments. All of At hens, that lovely and shin
ing metropolis beneath the brow of the In
comparable Acropolis, became a battlefield. 
For 33 days the common people fought 
against lend-lease tanks and RAF dive bomb
ers. They were bombed end tn2ch!ne gunned · 
in their pitiful shacks and hovels in GhiZi 
and Ka1sar1an1. They were "terrorists" and 
"Communtsts," the "liberators.. said. The 
strongest of EAM and ELAS leaders were 
communists, and so were a small minority 
of their extremely large following. But who 
were the terrorists? Who had started the 
terror? Let history answer-let time bring 
its own retribution. 

But 1n these first days, even with all the 
organized military units on their side and 
even with the best and heaviest weapons, the 
British and the Greek royalists were pushed 
backward and backward. So lt happened, 
just 2 days after the fighting started, that 
General Scobie accepted other allles-the 
Quisllng9 and Lavals of Greece. By Scobie's 
order, or by his permission, the traitor "se
curity Battalions" were released, rearmed, 
and thrown against the ELAS forces. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. At .this 
point in the REcoRD, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have . printed a 
United Press report under the date line 
New York, April 10, quoting from Win
ston Churchill with respect to the civil 
war in Greece. Churchill makes an ad
mission in his statement, and I am sure 
that nothing will be found inconsistent 
between what Churchill said and what 
Leland Stowe stated. · 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WINNIE SAVED_ GREECE Faor.t REDs, HE SAYS 

NEW YORK, April 10.-Winston Churchill 
said today in an article in the New York 
Tlmes"that if he had not given the order to 
fire on the Communist guerrilla bands 1n 
Greece on December 6, 1944, the Communists 
would have taken over Greece. The defeat 
of the Communist coup d'etat was neces
sary, he said, t-o insure free elections fn 
Greece. 

Churchill wrote that "not only has the 
Communfst peril been recognized as the 
gravest that now overhangs the world, but a 
sei'ies of measures of a resolute character 
has been taken to resist further encroach
ments and expansion by the Russian Soviet 
state In Europe and Asia." 

CITES FULTON SPEECH 

Churchlll pointed out that this policy backs 
up the statements that he made in his con
troversial speech in Fulton, 1\IIo., on March 5, 
1946, when he warned against Russian ex
pansion and asked for close Anglo-American 
cooperation. 

"On Greek affairs in 1944-45 I seemed to 
find myself out of step. But today it seems 
I was pursuing the exact policy which, little 
more than 2 years later, the United States 
ha.; adopted with strong conviction." 

"All the talk of denunciation of British 
Imperialism 1n Greece was sheer nonsense," 

Churchill sald. "We had no special interest 
tcr serve, except the cause of freedom; and 
many others are involved 1n that. 

"WE S"'....EX NOTH~G 

"We sought a:nd seek nothing from Greece 
but to give her a. fa.ir chance of revival and 
thus do our duty to which we had pledged 
ourselves by long sentiment and alliance." 

Churchill further stated that "the ambi
tious of this mighty Communist empire and 
oligarchy go far beyond the dreams of czarist 
days. The domination of the whole of the 
Balkan Peninsula by Communist rule under 
Soviet guidance, and the conquest and prob
ably incorporation of Turkey are the two 
immediate objects of Russian desire." Ac
cording to Churchill, Presiqent Truman's 
declaration of March 12, 1947, involves the 
decision of the United States to take a lead
ing part, so far as it is necessary to world 
peace, in the eastern Mediterranean, or what 
is commonly called the Middle East. 

Mr. JOHNSON.o! Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, Le!and Stowe is a reporter in whom 
the American people have every right to 
have great confidence. He tells an un
believable story of the beginning of the 
civil war fn Greece, how the people had 
petitioned for the right to assemble, and 
were given permission. Late the night 
preceding the morning when they were 
to assemble, the order was changed, and 
they were not to be permitted to meet. 
But they did not get the word, so they 
came ea!'ly in the morning, and the Brit
ish machine guns were turned on them. 
The Royalist guard turned their guns on 
them and mowed them down in cold 
biood when they appeared for a. peace
able assembly. It was one of the cruelest 
things that has ever happened in history. 
Even children were murdered. It was 
one of those happenings in history that 
"make one's blood boil. 

Mr. President, the . substance of the 
recent history of Greece is nothing but 
another chapter in the history of broken 
promises' by an arrogant and corrupt 
monarchy, which for 100 years has ex
ploited seven and a. half million people 
for its own personal aggrandizement. 
Now King George n is dead and he has 
been succeeded by his brother, Prince 
Paul. Prom an available information, it 
is quite useless to attempt to hide from 
the fact that Prince Paul is more hated 
than any other member of the Greek 
royal family. 

During the Metaxas dictatorship, 
Prince PaUl was titular head of the 
Greek Fascist youth organization, the 
EOM. This organization carried out 
the customary training and monkey
shines of the Hitler youth group. They · 
had the customary Nazi uniforms, sa
lutes, paraphernalia, and creeds. Its 
creed, to which Greek children had to 
subscribe, read like this: 

we believe 1n one divinely inspired and 
God-sent leader and saVior and guide o! the 
nation, creator o:f its present and future 
hlstory, father of the Greek youth and out
standing fighter, John Metaxas. 

Does not that sound like something 
that happened under Adolf Hitler? It 
does to me. That, of course, was in the 
days when Metaxas was the dictator of 
Greece. 

This hated Greek monarchy is the 
pattern which the British have employed 
in India, the Near and Middle East, and 
in the Malay Peninsula to obtain agents 

for their po'licies of exploitation. Tbia 
pattern of imperialism has nothing in 
common with the tradition, heritage, or 
concepts of democracy enjoyed by the 
American people. 

Mr. President. I believe that as far as 
possible the Senate should wipe its hands 
of the lackeys who have been scattered 
throughout the world by the clever, 
empire-conscious British Government . 
There is no reason why we should pour 
out the money of Ame1ican taxpayers 
to sustain and continue the basic mis
takes of British foreign policy in Greece 
during the past 2 years. The American 
people, Mr. President, are anx!ous to 
give mi11ions for clothing and food for 
the hungry, but they are not wiJling to 
expend one cent ta maintain a corrupt 
and venal monarchy any place in this 
world. The Members of the Senate ought 
to bear this in mind when they vote on 
my amendment. 

My amendment provides not only for 
the aboli.tion of hereditary o:ffiees and 
titles, put it provides for free democratic · 
elections for the purpose of detehnining 
the chief executive of such government 
and the membership of its legislative 
body. 

For a people famous throug..lJ.out the 
world for their love of Uberty, who by 
their heroic deeds have inspired poets 
for centuries. the Greek people deserve 
a chance at democratic government once · 
more. It is absurd, ridiculous, and stupid 
to pretend that the present Greek Gov
ernment in any way represents the dem
ocratic choice of the majority of the 
people of Greece. It is pure, unadulter
ated sophistry to contend that the Greek 
Government has the support of 85 per
cent of the people, when in truth it has 
merely the support·of 85 percent of those 
political parties with seats fn the pres
ent Greek Parliament. 

Roughly. half of ali the Greek politi
cal parties did not participate in the 
election held a year ago. Not only did 
they not participate but a large propor
tion of those who did did not vote for 
candidates now sitting in the Parlia
ment. Supposedly. more than a million 
people voted in those elections; yet the 
fact is that this constitutes· roughly i5 
to 16 percent of the population of Greece, 
and of this percentage many did not vote 
for the pi.·esent Government. In other 
words, 85 percent of the present Parlia
ment members support the present Gov
ernment, but this 85 percent represents 
less than 15 percent of the people who 
live in Greece. 

The so-called elections recently held in 
Greece were in no sense f!'ee or demo
cratic. It is necessary, if one is to make 
a judgment on those elections, to remem
ber that just previous to the elections 
civil war had raged in Greece; that the 
country was occupied by British troops; 
that neither the press nor the radio was 
free; that election campaigning was not 
allowed in any genuine sense. It is nec
essary to understand that the govern
ment had control of the existing food sup
plies. It is most relevant to remember 
that the Royalist groups were armed 
wllile their opponents were not anned. 
It is essential to understand that tbe po
litical leadership of the existing political 
parties did not participate nor have the 



I 

1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3503 . 
opportunity to participate freely and ac
tively in those elections. The most clever 
apologist in our State Department can
not produce the facts to sustain the con
tention that free and democratic elec
tions were held. It may well be, Mr. Pres
ident, that under the eyes of allied ob
servers, large numbers of docile, terror
ridden peoples were herded to the polls. 
It is impossible, as all of us know, for out
side observers unfamiliar with the his
tory and background of the situation, 
with no understanding of the confusion 
resulting from the absence of trusted 
leaders, to render an aecurate judgment. 

If those elections, Mr. President, were 
fair and democratic, why would any one 
object to the provisions that free and 
democratic elections should now be held 
within 90 days after the request for aid 
has been made? 

I should like to ask at this point to 
have inserted in the RECORD a report by 
Arthur Krock, which appeared in the 
New York Times on Tuesday, April 1, 
1947. I shall not detain the Senate by 
reading Mr. Krock's report, except just 
one part of it: 

This correspondent today read a report 
of this character: 

"I feel," this trained observer wrote, "that, 
while the motives of the President's pro
gram to combat communism are the very 
best, he is repeating the same mistake which 
lost us Poland and other areas now behind 
the iron curtain and conceiyably might even 
lose us South America. · This mistake is in 
endorsing the worst elements of reaction in 
Greece and ignoring the center and and the 
non-Communist left." 

He continued: 
"All responsible and reasonable disinter

ested Americans with whom I have talked in 
Greece felt that our money would go down 
a rat hole unless political stability accompa
nies economic stabilizing and that any sta
bility is simply unobtainable under the pres
ent Government, and possibly not without 
new elections following a general amnesty." 

And that is what my amendment pro
vides for. 

"Whether or not the last elections were 
fair, it is stil-l a fact that a substantial sec
tion of Greek public opinion feels they were 
not . In any new election the Left stands no 
chance of winning, which makes denial of 
the electoral test by the Government even 
stupider." 

I ask permission to insert all of Mr. 
Krock's statement in the RECORD. 

There be no objection, the statement 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE GREEK GOVERNMENT Is A DIFFICULT CLIENT 

(By Arthur Krock) 
WASHINGTON, March 31.-Although the ad

m inistration has stressed that part of its 
newly announced foreign policy which pro
vides aid for ~he Greek. people, and played 
down the aid to Turkey, which is much more 
strategic from a military standpoint, the at
tent ion of critics of the current government 
in Athens has not been ·diverted by this 
tactic. 

These critics share the general admiration 
of the western world for the gallant Greek 
resistance to the Axis, and the widespread 
sympathy for the economic and social plight 
of the Hellenes. But this has not removed the 
objection of some to extending the proposed 
aid while the Greeks are governed as at 
present, ()r distracted others from insisting 
that the projected Turkish intervention shall 

be weighed more realistically than officially it 
has been. Senator Austin, for example, in 
his explanation of the new policy to the 
United Nations, discussed the Turkish pro
gram very briefly indeed. 

• • • 
A REPORT FROM GREECE 

The provision that any government repre
sentative of a majority may request with
drawal of the plan in Greece and Turkey is 
especially designed to meet the point that 
the government in Athens is neither truly 
representative nor democratic. The Presi
dent passed this over lightly in his address to 
Congress. But nearly every day a report 
comes to Washington from reliable sources, 
sometimes brought in person. which suggests 
that Mr. Truman made an understatement 
when he said the Greek Government is not 
perfect. This correspondent today read a 
report of this character. · 

"I feel," this trained observer wrote, "that, 
while the motives of the President's program 
to combat communism are the very best, he 
is repeating the same mistake which lost us 
Poland and other areas now behind the iron 
curtain and conceivably might even lose us 
South America. This mistalte is in endors
ing the worst elements of reaction in Greece 
and ignoring the center and the non-Com
munist left." 

He continued: 
"All responsible and reasonably disinter

ested Americans with whom I have talked in 
Greece felt that our money would go down a 
rat hole unless political stability accompanies 
economic stabilizing, and that any stability 
is simply unobtainable under the present 
Government, and possibly not without new 
elections following a general amnesty. 

"Whether or not the last elections were 
fair, it is still a fact that a substantial sec
tion of Greek public opinion feels they were 
not. In any new election the Left stands no 
chance of winning, which makes denial of 
the electoral test by the Government even 
stupider. 

"The announcement that the United States 
is going to bail out Greece has served to im
pede many good things Paul Porter (the 
President's special Ambassador) wanted the 
Athens government to accomplish on the 
home front. It was also the signal for a new 
campaign of repression by the Ministry of the 
Interior, which is neither better nor worse 
than the Soviet NKVD or the Yugoslav OZNA 
(secret police)." 

ARRESTS BY NIGHT 
This observer, who would not be quoted in 

this space had he not impressively estab
lished his reliability, disinterestedness, and 
capacity to report objectively, further as
serted that the Ministry, ln its renewed cam
paign of repression, is following the secret
poUr ' technique made familiar for years in 
Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy and Spain, Japan, 
and Soviet Russia. Arrests of citizens were 
made between midnight and 5 o'clock a. m., 
and within 24 hours those seized were de
ported to a lonely island without a public 
trial. 

"In one 3-day period," he added, "after 
the United States said it would assume po
litical responsibility, the Greek Government 
arrested about 600 persons in Athens, mostly 
professional-doctors, lawyers, etc.-and sent 
them away, frankly declaring there was no 
longer any need to exercise restraint. There 
is no doubt that the loudest shouters in 
support of the United States are Athens' 
3,000 wealthiest citizens whom the Govern
ment continues t0 protect against any direct 
taxation and who, with their gold pounds, 
hardly realize there ls any inflation. And 
the rightists and extremists, encouraged by 
the President's speech, now trumpet that the 
center is almost as traitorous as the left 
because it doesn't make humble obeisance 
to the Government." 

This observer concluded with the state
ment tt.at, as much as he detests Commu
nists, he would go to the mountains if he 
were a citizen of Greece. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the 
present government really, genuinely be
lieves it is representative of the people, 
it has nothing to fear. That is just as 
Mr. Krock ha..; reported. If it is a free 
and democratic government, it will not 
object to free and den:ocratic elections. 
Only the enemies of democracy are 
afraid of the voice of the people. The 
American people do not want to pour out 
hundreds of millions of dollars to sustain 
governments which essentially are royal
ist, antidemocratic in their heart , and 
who are not supported by the people. 
The American people still believe that 
the power to govern is derived from the 
consent of the governed. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
Senators who have favorably reported 
this legislation exactly how many politi
cal prisoners are held today in concen
tration camps by the present Greek Gov
ernment. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I may say that prob

ably there are not very many prisoners 
· held at one time in Greece, because 

political prisoners are not fed, and so 
it is impossible to keep very many on 
hand for a very long time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen
ator thinks they do not last long? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish 

we had exact information on the condi
tions under which the prisoners suffer, 
so we could present it to the Senate and 
to Congress while this bill is being con
sidered. 

I should also like to know how many 
Greek political prisoners are held by the 
British in Egypt and other areas under 
British control. My information leads 
me to the belief that the number of such 
prisoners runs well over 20,000. 

It is reported from Athens by the cor
respondent of the Overseas News Agency 
that within 24 hours after the President's 
speech on Greece, the Government an
nounced that it had arrested, sentenced, 
and deported to island prisons nearly 600 
leftists. That was when they got news 
of the President's speech. That is what 
happened in the city of Athens. 

Mr. President, if this present govern
ment is free and democratic, why are 
thousands upon thousands of Greeks in 
polit ical concentration camps? Free and 
democratic elections cannot be held if 
political tyranny of this kind continues. 
If free speech and free press exist in 
Greece, why are such measures neces
sary? The obvious answer, of course, Mr. 
President, is that democratic procedure 
and democratic liberties do not exist in 
Greece. The· excuse is given that several 
thousand Communists in the mountains 
are attempting to overthrow the Govern
ment. If those people now fighting in 
the mountains did not have the support 
of the Greek populace, would not the 
present Greek Army be able to disperse 
such a woeful handful of men? And if 
the men and women now fighting in the 
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mountains have the support of large parts 
of the Greek people, is not this by itself 
prima facie evidence that the present 
Greek Government does not represent 
the rank and file of the Greek people? 
Remember, Mr. President, the average 
Greek worker is paid 7,000 drachmas a 
day, but he needs a minimum of 10.000 
drachmas a day just to buy for his family 
2,500 calories of food which, as everyone 
knows, is roughly 500 calories above the 
starvation limit. Can a government 
which enforces a regressive taxation sys
tem, which makes no effort to stop dis
astrous inflation, ever entertain the sup
port of the majority of its people? It 
must be obvious to everyone that. for 
such a government, military dictatorship 
is necessary if it is to remain in power. 

I should like permission to insert in 
the REcORD a remarkable article by Ray
mond Daniell, which appeared in the 
New York Times magazine, April 6, 1947. 
I have marked parts of it which I shall 
ask to have printed. I wish that I had 
time to read the whole article to the 
Senate, but I shall read a few short ex
cerpts. Mr. Daniell is a very conserva
tive and reputable correspondent. I am 
sure everyone will agree that he is not 
given to exaggeration, nor is he given to 
propaganda in the articles he writes. 
He is an accurate reporter. He is a re
porter upon whom the readers may abso
lutely depend. He simply states the facts 
without bias, and without attempting to 
distort or to make it appear that one 
side is in a better position than the other. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

-cooPER in the chair> . Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield to the Senator from 
Nevada? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask 

the Senator from Colorado a question. 
He has shown by his usual logical pres
entation that the Government of Greece 
probably does not actually represent the 
people of Greece, or at least represents 
less than a majority of the people. Is 
it not a logical conclusion further that 
Greece as a matter of fact is simply a 
pawn in this game, regardless of what 
her government is? If our policy, as the 
President has laid it down, conflicts with 
the Russian policy, then whatever gov
ernment Greece should have, we would 
do what is now proposed to be done, and 
probably would follow that policy into 
other countries regardless of what kind 
of governments they had. Is that not 
true? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Unfor
tunately, I am afraid that is the situa
tion. I am afraid we are giving no con
cern whatever to the kind of government 
we propose to help. I heard the state
ment made on the floor of the Senate 
today, "Oh, well, Greece is an independ
ent government," and therefore we 
should help her. When we can no longer 
support the kind of government that 
exists in Greece, it is proposed to fall 
back on the statement, "Theirs is an in
dependent government, and therefore 
we must support that country." · 

I cannot go along with that kind of a 
proposal. I do not think the American 
people want to go along with such a pro
posal. I do not think the American peo-

ple can effectively fight communism by 
doing such a thing. If we are going to 
fight communism we must have some
thing better than communism with 
which to fight it, not something which 
is far worse than communism. As be
tween communism and the kind of gov
ernment now existing in Greece, com
munism is a bright and shining star. 
There is a much better form of govern
ment than communism, and it is a 
democracy. Even some of the democra
cies which are not exactly pure democ
racies are much better, in my opinion, 
than communism. In my opinion, com
munism is pretty well down the scale in 
forms of government. But I do not think 
that communism is quite as far down the 
scale as is the kind of government the 
Greek people are aftlicted with at the 
present time. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, I 
yield. 
· Mr. MALONE. Is it not a further 

logical conclusion, then, that · almost 
throughout the ages-and we are follow
ing in the footsteps of those who have 
gone before-whenever for any reason 
one country wants to go into another 
country for interests of its own, it finds 

.. reasons for doing so? · Then, as a matter 
of fact, does not our talk about the kind 
of governments we are going to support, 
the four freedoms, and all, fall a little 
fiat? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; of 
course it falls fiat. That is the diffi
culty, and that is why I cannot go along 
with Senators who say on the floor of 
the Senate "We have two choices." I 
say, let us make a third choice. Let us 
lay down some conditions. Let us in
sist that the situation so far as the 
Greek Government is concerned, be 
clarified and purified and improved so 
that it meets the standards-not the 
highest standards, but acceptable stand
ards on the part of the people of the 
United States. Before we do anything 
else that is what we should do. A 
strange thing in connection with · this 
matter is that if we would do such a 
thing there would not be civil war in 
Greece. There is civil war in Greece 
because of the depression, there is civil 
war in Greece because of the inefficiency 
and the inability of her tyrannical fascist 
government to do the job that a govern
ment is supposed to do. So what we 
should do in Greece, unless we want to 
pour money down a rat hole, is to do 
first things first, and the first thing to 
do there is to straighten out the Greek 
Government. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Then, as a matter of 
fact, for whatever reason we want to go 
into Greece now, whether it is to protect 
our fuel supply in Turkey or whether it 
is to protect the Mediterranean and keep 
Russia from obtaining full possession of 
the Dardanelles-and it is suspected in 
rather high quarters that that may have 
something to do with the program-for 
whatever reason then, we would take oc
casion to find an excuse to go into Greece 

regardless of what kind of a government 
they had. Is that not a rather logical 
conclusion? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
am compelled to reach that conclusion. 
So long as the President's new policy of 
interfering in civil wars-and he has 
laid it down in so many words, and it is 
the new policy-continues to be Ameri
can policy, whatever kind of government 
we find in the country involved is not of 
importance to the policy; that does not 
make any difference. The President says 
that hereafter it is to be the policy of 
the United States to take sides in any 
civil war or strife we find any place on 
earth. That is a new policy for the 
United States. As a matter of fact, no 
nation has ever had such a policy. We 
complained bitterly during the War Be
tween the States when England was more 
or less taking one side in the struggle, 
and she had to pay heavy damages when 
the war was over for the position she 
took. 

The President, in his message before 
the joint session of Congress, said: 

I believe that it must be the policy of 
the United States to support free peoples 
who ar'e resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures. 

"By armed minorities"-that is a civil 
war. That sounds very fine . The policy 
is to support "free peoples." But we 
decide who are the "free peoples.'' ·we 
decide whether the "free peoples" are 
the Greek Royalist Government or the 
poor peasants and workers in Greece 
fighting for a chance to live and a chance 
to feed their families and take care of 
their families and escape from the ter
rible miseries which surround them. It 
it. proposed that we go into Greece and 
decide who are · the "free peoples" of 
Greece. Of course, that is what nations 
always do when they intervene in civil 
wars. They pick out the people they are 
going to help and try to cast the robe of 
purity around them. That is what we 
are doing in this case. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. If we went into Greece, 

would we not actually suppress the very 
thing we would like to see exist in Greece, 
if our talk means anything? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
true. We are going in to shoot down the 
very people for whom the American peo
ple naturally would ha,·e a great sympa
thy, and I am not referring to the Com
munists. As Arthur Krock has pointed 
out, it is the middle class. It is not the 
Communists on this end of the line or the 
Royalists on the other end, but it is the 
great ordinary common people-those 
who are In between. They are the ones 
who would be shot down. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
yield. 

Mr. MALONE. As a matter of fact, 
the debate brought out today. I think, 
very clearly that the crisis. if there is one. 
was precipitated by the withdrawal of 
English support from Greece. Then if 
we rush in and take up the mantle which 
England has cast off, are we not simply 
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picking up England's fight without tak~ 
ing the time to form a clear policy of our 
own ? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; and 
we are making a great mistake, because 
the English people are very clever at col~ 
onization; they are very clever at work~ 
ing with other people. They have made 
that a career. They have an excellent 
brand of diplomacy. Our diplomacy is 
far less efficient than British diplomacy. 
Yet where England has failed dismally 
and is getting out because she has failed, 
we are going to take over, and we have 
had no exJ,Jerience in that sort of thing. 
Usually the British go into another coun
try to help it; they make it pay its own 
way. But we do not do that. We go in 
with great grants out of our Treasury 
and try to make the program succeed 
with grants from our Treasury: The 
British do not do that. I feel very cer
tain that we are only heading for serious 
trot:ble when we attempt to do some
thing that the British have failed to do. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. 'JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Without discussing 

the merits of this program, whether it is 
the right thing to do or the wrong thing 
to do-and that is a question which 
could be debated-are we not going in 
to stop the Russians from taking over 
the Dardane,lles, the Mediterranean, and 
the oil fields in Turkey? Is not that the 
logical conclusion? Without debating 
whether we should do it or not, should 
not the truth be told to the American 
people? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, if 
that threat actually exists. I have not 
seen any evidence that Russia wants to 
take over the oil fields or take over 
Greece, or even Turkey. What Russia 
has asked for is the right to fortify t.he 
Dardanelles. If one looks at the map 
and considers the position of Turkey, he 
will see what a magnificent springboard 
it offers for any nation which wishes to 
attack Russia. When we look at the 
Black Sea, we must remember that it has 
2,000 miles of shore line. Russia desires 
to defend herself. She wishes to build 
bases around · her country. The area 
around the Black Sea is the only point 
on the compass where Russia is vulner~ 
able. One can very readily see why she 
would rather place fortifications on the 
Dardanelles than fortify the entire 
shore line of the Black Sea. . The Black 
Sea reaches up into the bowels of Rus-

-sia. It is the right road to travel if 
we want to attack Russia. Of course 
Russia knows that·, so Russia wants to 
protect herself by building fortifications 
on the Dardanelles. Is not that sensible? 

The Senator has made some refer
ence to my service on the Committee on 
Military Affairs. I recall that more than 

, a year ago the War Department--as it 
should have done-figured out the de~ 
fense of America. It planned bases be
ginning at the Philippines, on the one 
side, and extending into the Arctic Circle 
in a northerly direct ion. The other leg 
of the horseshoe was in the Azores. That 
is what the War Department said was 
needed to protect America. Those· were 
the bases which it claimed were needed; 
and I think we needed them. I ant 

sorry that the plan was not put into 
operation and the necessary ·bases es
tablished, because I thihk they repre
sent the very minimum in our defenses, 
and that we should have them. 

But when we make such military plans 
as that, how can we say that Russia 
should not make similar plans to pro
tect herself? I think it is entirely rea
sonable that Russia should be given the 
right to have fortifications and protec
tion on the Dardanelles. The Darda~ 
nelles is free to everyone to use. But, 
of course, in time of war it is a path
way into the interior of Russia. I do 
not think Russia is blind to that fact. 
I know she is not. I know that if she 
could place fortifications on the Darda
nelles they would cost perhaps 1 percent 
of the cost of the fortifications she 
would have to have on the entire coast 
line of the Black Sea. She knows that, 
and so do we. 

We are going into Greece and Turkey 
with our flag and our uniforms, to keep 
Russia away from the Dardanelles. As 
nearly as I can c.tetermine, that is the 
only object. Our whole purpose and ob
jective is to keep Russia out of the Dar
danelles with her fortifications. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the · 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. It was brought out on 

the floor of the- Senate today rather 
clearly that England has always been 
able to stop Russia from entering the 
Dardanelles area. Is not that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
England has followed that policy for a 
hundred years. She has kept Russia out 
of the Mediterranean. She has kept 
Russia ·from having a warm-water port. 

Mr. MALONE. She stopped Russia 
with her fleet on at least one occasion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. As the 
Senator well knows, Britain has been the 
mistress of the seas for many years, and 

· she has been able to keep Russia at bay. 
She has been able to keep her out of the 
Mediterranean. But that day is gone. 
Britain is no longer mistress of the seas. 
We are taking over her job. She can no 
longer keep Russia out of the Mediter
ranean. It is not possible for her to do 
so, so we step in and assume that job. 
Why we should assume it, God only 
knows. I do not. 

Mr. MALONE. After . witnessing two 
world wars, being in one officially and in 
the other unofficially, and now having 
this responsibility, I have long since 
come to the conclusion that any vote I 
cast on the floor of the Senate will be 
on one basis alone, and that is whether 
it fits the policy of protecting the United 
Stat es. 

My next question to the Senator from 
Colorado is this: What study has been 
made, if the Senator knows of any, to de
termine whether it would be in the inter
est of the United States to prevent Rus~ 
sia from entering the Dardanelles? 

Mr. JOIINSON of Colorado. I -cannot 
see that our intervention in that area 
would be in the interest of the United 
States. I hold the opposite opinion. I 
do not think it has anything to do with 
our defenses. I believe that our defenses 
lie entirely outside that area~ 

As I stated a moment ago, our War 
Department has figured out the defenses 
of the United States in a great horseshoe, 
beginning at the Azores and ending in 
the Philippines, with air bases all along 
the way. I think that is the way to de
fend America. I think that was a fine 
plan. It was designed by our highest 
military strategists. 

I have never heard of any necessity for 
us to build air bases in Turkey-at least 
until the 28th of February, when this 
new plan came out. So far as I know, 
such a plan was never previously pro
posed. The War Department was a little 
reluctant to propose the horseshoe de
fense plan which I have deseribed, be
cause it was feared that the American 
people might not accept it. But now we 
have gone far beyond that point. We 
are_going into the Mediterranean and at
tempting to build air bases far removed 
from us, bases which we cannot supply, 
bases in which we are likely to be caught 
if there is any trouble, just as we were 
caught with our bases in the Philippines. 
We shall probably reap the same results 
which we reaped at Bataan and Cor
regidor. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tGr further yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. How much closer would 

the Russian armed forces ·be to the 
United States of America than they are 
at this moment if they were allowed to 
come through the Dardanelles? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They 
would not be any nearer · to the United 
States. They are very close to us now 
over the North Pole. That is the place 
where this Nation is vulnerable to F.us
sia, through Alaska and through the 
Arctic Circle. Russia is a very close 
neighbor of the United Stater: in that 
area. She is many thousands of miles 
away from us by way -of Turkey. That is 
a long distance away, halfway around 
the world. But across the Arctic Circle 
Russia is a very close neighbor of the 
United States, as the Senator well knows. 

Mr. MALONE. The next observation 
on which I should like to have the Sen
ator's opinion is this: Supposing we agree 
with Russia on a situation in which -we 
would both be admitted to the Dar
danelles, including England; supposing 
we are all friendly and at peace, what 
would be the effect of such an agreement 
upon the peace of the world. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
an agreement which should . be worked 
out. That is an agreement which is more 
or less on the way. It is an agreement 
that should be worked out in the United 
Nations organization. The United Na
tions was created to immunize fever spots. 
That is one of the world's fever spots, and 
I am certain · that it can be dealt with 
around the conference table in a peace
able way, which is the way we envisioned 
it when we created the United Nations. 

Mr. MALONE. Does the Senator feel 
that our hostile move-r must conclude 
that that is what it is...:...in connection 
with the announcement by the President 
of the United States that we are there 
to stop Russia's form of government at 
the borders of Greece would promote 
such an agree111ent? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. I 
think that our threat in Turkey and in 
Greece is primarily the cause of the dis
agreement we have been having in the 
United Nations and which we have re
cently witnessed in Moscow. I do not 
see how we can expect other than that. 
I do not know how we can expect to 
reach an agreement around the confer
ence table when we have a program such 

· as the one outlined in the bill. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator, con

-sistently with the answer he has just 
made, think this has made the solution 
of the German problem any less difficult? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It has 
made the solution of the German prob
lem absolutely impossible-not only the 
German problem, but all the other prob
lems a.nd controversies that stand be
tween the two great powers, Russia and 
the United States. Conditions can only 
drag on from bad to worse. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the · 
Senator yield? 

Mr.' JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. Of course I have to dis

agree with my able friend upon that 
point. I think I would rather follow, un
der the circumstances, the opinion of our 
great Secretary of State, George Mar
shall. I have no knowledge as to Mar
shall's position with respect to this meas
ure, but I think it is pretty safe to assume 
that he did not go to Russia without 
.some knowledge of the problem we are 
now discussing, and it was undoubtedly 
his judgment, after having been closely 
allied with the Russians during the 
great war and having a world of expe
rience in dealing with all types and kinds 
of people, that a move of t.his kind would 
strengthen, rather than weaken, his 
hand in the conferences at Moscow. That 
is my position; arid I cannot help but 
think that it is George Marshall's posi
tion also, or he would not have gone to 
Russia under the circumstances. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
the Senator is correct in his statement 
that Secretary of State Marshall knew 
about this. As a matter of fact, I think 
he-is the author of the plan. I think it 
is the Marshall plan. 

Mr. LUCAS. That may be. I do not 
know that it is. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I pre
sume it is. 

Mr. LUCAS. I certainly think he is at 
least favorable to the plan, or he would 
not be where he is at this moment. The 
only point I am making is that a man 
who has occupied the world position 
which George Marshall has occupied 
during the last few years has undoubtedly 
weighed this proposition carefully and 
reached a very definite conclusion as to 
what effect, if any, it might have upon 
the conference now proceeding in 
Moscow. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have no 
doubt of that. However, the Senator · 
well knows that many well-laid plans 
backfire and do not work out the way 
it was hoped they would. 

Mr. LUCAS. I know that. I do not 
assert that George Marshall has all the 
wisdom in the world. He has no manop-

oly of it. The able Senator from Colo
rado may be correct in his conclusions. 
Time will tell · We have to take one or 
the other horn of the dilemma which is 
presented. I submit that either road we 
take is a dangerous one. It is merely a 
question of judgment as to which way 
we should go to try to bring aboilt a 
peaceful solution of the world's atiairs. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course it has been a very difficult road. 
Russia has adopted an obstinate and, I 
think, stupid policy of negation for many 
months, and certainly her policies and 
her position in world affairs have been 
enough to try a saint. I think we must 
admit that. It is not an easy problem to 
work out. I do not see how we can ex~ 
pect to work it out by launching in 
Turkey a military threat to Russia. I 
do not see how we can expect to reach 
an amicable agreement with Russia when 
we have that kind of a proposal in the 
making. 

Mr. LUCAS. If the Senator will yield 
for one more observation along that 
line, I will say that I have never consid
ered the situation so serious from the 
standpoint of a military threat as many 
other Members of the Senate have con
sidered it in this debate. We have cre
ated more furor and fuss in this coun
try regarding the question of war with 
Russia than has been created in any 
other place on the globe. I have never 
read a statement by anyone in authority 
in Russia that indicates what has been 
indicated on the floor of the Senate
that we are leading this country to war . 
I have never seen· a statement come out 
of Russia that indicated that the policy 
which we are pursuing in advocating the 
Greek-Turkish loan was a policy of war 
against Russia. There may be some 
statements along that line. I have fol
lowed the newspapers daily and .I have 
seen some critical statements coming 
from the Russian press and from some 
of the leaders in the political life of that 
nation, but I have never seen anyone go 
so far as those who are opposed to this 
loan have constantly gone on the floor of 
the Senate, and in some instances by 
gentlemen who are not Members of the 
Senate of the United States. We are not 
proposing to do any more-in fact, we 
are proposing to do less, as I see it--than 
the British have been doing ever since 
the war in both Turkey and Greece. I 
have never seen any protests upon the 
part of the Russian people with respect 
to what Great Britain has been doing in 
Greece with her thousands upon thou
sands of soldiers there, loaning money to 
Greece, and selling her military equip
ment, and being ·an the time ' back of 
Turkey both during the war and since 
the war. · 

If I understand the situation correctly, 
when Great Britain moves out of Turkey 
and Greece we will take over under much 
less favorable circumstances, from the 
standpoint of a military venture, than 
Great Britain has experience ever since 
VE-day. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course 
Britain went into Greece during the war 
and is getting out of Greece now that the 
war is over. 

The Senator complains about alarmist 
statements which were made Upon the 

:floor of the Senate. I should like. to read 
to him ·what a distinguished American 
had to say on March 12 in the House of 
Representatives when the Senator was 
present . . The President of the United 
States thought the situation was so seri
ous that he came before Congress ner
sonally and delivered a message under 
the most .solemn of conditions. This is 
his first sentence: 

The gravity of the situation which con
fronts the world today necessitates my ap
pearance before a joint session of the Con
gress. 
· The foreign policy and the national secur

ity of this country are involved. 

Then the President continued his ad
dress. I have never ::;een a more .;olemn 
occasion than that one. The President 
further said: 

I am fully aware of the broad implications 
involved if the United States extends assist
ance to Greece and Turkey, and I shall dis
cuss these implications with you at this 
time. 

The President did not deceive us any; 
I am not calling the President an alarm
ist, but I do not think any statement 
which has been made on the floor of the 
Senate could be more alarming than the 
President's statement on March 12. Cer
tainly a very serious situation exists. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will further yield, let me say that 
I agree with him that the -situation is se
rious. A moment ago I said that either 
horn of the dilemma which we take will 
lead us down a dangerous road. There 
can be no doubt of that; in view of the 
conditions which now exist throughout 
the world. 

The President did come to the Con
gress· with that message, and it is a se
rious one, but I · am satisfied that the 
President sincerely and honestly believes 
that this is the only step which will keep 
the peace. In my humble judgment, that 
is his position, and it is the position of 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. And it is 
the position of the Senator from Colo
rado, li~ewise, that whatever he is doing 
has those same objectives. I have no 
quarrel with the Senator over his objec
tives, and I have no doubt at all that the 
President is absolutely sincere in what 
he is doing, and that he believes it is for 
the best interests of the United States 
that we take the action he has suggested. 
I have no quarrel with that. Of course, 
it is only natural that he should take 
that position. 

I am not charging bad faith on the 
part of the President, nor am I charging 
bad faith on the part of Senators who 
do not agree with my position. I want 
the Senator to understand my position. 
I believe that we face two horns of a 
dilemma, as he has mentioned, and that 
either one of them· is bad enough. So 
I am trying to find a middle course which 
will be devoid of the dangers attaching 
to the two horns of the dilemma which 
we are facing. My intentions and my 
objections and my motives are· just as 
good as those of any other person who 
is attempting to deal with this problem. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, no one 
can question the sincerity and integrity 
of the able Senator from Colorado. No 
one has ever done so since I have been 
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a Member of the Senate. I have fre
quently disagreed with the Senator, but 
no one has ever questioned his sincerity 
of purpose in relation to any of the great 
and important matters which frequently 
come before the Senate of the United 
States; and I am always glad to listen 
to the views the able Senator expresses 
from time to time, even though I may 
disagree with him. 

Let me ask the able Senator this ques
tion: Does he believe that the policy 
upon which we are embarking is an im
perialistic policy? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not 
exactly call it an imperialistic policy, 
because I am not too well informed as 
to what our motives are with respect to 
the petroleum deposits in the Middle 
East. I will say that it has some of 
the earmarks of imperialism. We have 
discovered the greatest petroleum de
posits in all the world, and we know 
that the State Department and the pri
vate oil companies-the Standard Oil 
companies-have been working for years 
to settle the difficulties between other 
nations so that the American private 
oil companies can have ownership of 
that oil. I call that imperialism, and 
I think that oil will be extracted from 
the earth and those resources will be 
exploited for profit. I do not know 

• whether the State Department or the 
United States Government has laid down 
any policies of reimbursement to the poor, 
miserable natives who have lived such 
lives of hardship in that area. I do not 
know whether they are to be reimbursed 
for the removal of that great natural 
resource, but I fear that they will not 
be taken care of. 

If it is our purpose to go into the Mid
dle East and extract that very valuable 
deposit of petroleum, then I say we are 
getting very close to a policy of imperial
ism, as I understand the term. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield, and then I shall 
not interrupt him further. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I wish to say that I agree 

with the purport of the Senator's amend
ment which he is going to submit in due 
course, as I understand. I do not think 
it is pending at this time. 

Mr. JOHNSO~ of Colorado. No; it is 
not. 

Mr. LUCAS. But it deals with the oil 
situation. I shall support that amend
ment because, so far as I am concerned, 
I do not wish to leave the slightest im
pression that the Government is making 
this loan to Greece and Turkey in order 
to protect the private oil interests that 
now are in the Middle East-not at all. 
I shal1 support the amendment which 
the Senator from Colorado is going to 
offer along that line. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am 
gra~eful to the Senator. 

Mr. LUCAS. I think the amendment 
is a good one, even though it may not 
be necessary; but in order to make the 
position of the Senate of the United 
States clear and certair ... , I shall sup
port that amendment. 

I support the Greek-Turkish loan 
solely on the theory that in my judgment 
it is in the interest of the safety and 

security, of the United St~tes. I am try
ing now to look far down the mountain
side into the future, and not just con
sider the situation momentarily, as we 
are discussing it now. 

I may bP. wrong; I do not say I am in
failible; but I certainly hope I am right. 

In the great issues that come before 
the Senate of the United States, I do the 
best I can, as every other Senator, I ani 
c?rtain, does. I pray that God Almighty 
will give us some light to enabie us to 
see aright in regard to the issue before 
us, solely in the interest of free men and 
women everywhere. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Cer
tainly, Mr. President, the Senator from 
Illinois is entitled to his opinion, and I 
think he is searching for the right road 
in that connection. I certainly hope he 
finds it; I hope he is correct, because as 
I contemplate what is likely to happen 
in the Senate a few days from now, it 
seems to me that the Senator from Illi
nois wili have his way in this matter. 
So I am tremendously interested in hav
ing him be right. I reluctantly disagree 
with him at the present time; I see these 
things somewhat differently from the 
way he sees them. But I have no quar
rel at all with his objectives or his pur
poses or his hopes. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. I am somewhat con

fused in regard to one statement con
tained in the address which the Presi
dent made before the joint session of 
Congress. I mention this in line with 
the discussion between the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois and the distin
guished Senator from Colorado. I read 
the following statement from the Presi
dent's address to the joint session of 
Congress: 

The seeds of totalitarian regimes are nur
tured by misery and want. They spread and 
grow in the evil soil of poverty and strife. 
They reach their full growth when the hope 
of a people for a better life has died. 

I think it is well known and freely ad
mitted that the governments of both 
countries which we intend to enter are 
totalitarian. ·From what totalitarian 
government are we to protect these coun
tries? I address the question to the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado or to 
-the distinguished Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. So far as 
Greece is concerned, they have a tyran
nical dictatorship, and it is a totalitarian 
government. The Government of Tur
key is, I think, a much more democratic 
government than is that of Greece, 
although it, too, is a Fascist form of gov
ernment. Very few of the rights which 
are so precious to our people who believe 
in democracy are enjoyed· by the people 
of Turkey. But I think the Government 
of Greece is much lower in the scale of 
government than is the Government of 
Turkey. Of course, the present Govern
ment of Turkey is a great improvement 
over the Government of Turkey prior to 
World War I. But it lacks a great deal 
of being a government which the United 
States of America, with its ideals of 
democracy and right living, can approve. 

Mr. MALONE. Will the Senator yield 
for a further question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Apparently we are 

supporting the governments of both 
these nations, and could it be that the in
ference is that we are protecting them 
from the totalitarian Government of 
Russi~? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is pre
sumed that that is the rea.son for our 
military manueuver, to protect Greece 
from infiltration, and Turkey from out
side pressure or coercion. 

Mr. MALONE. From the Russian 
Government? 11 

. Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado~ From the 
Russian Government. 

Now, Mr. President, to proce·ed with 
Mr. Daniell's splendid article in the New 
York Times, I wish to read two short 
paragraphs. He says: 

It will take more than the injection of 
dollars to put things right, as the British 
have learned to their sorrow. 

He is talking about Greece. 
Nor will the cure be effected speedily. 

Later in this splendid article he says: 
General reaction . to President Tru~an's 

proposals is to accept them-

This refers to the reaction on the part 
of the Greeks-

General reaction to President Truman's 
proposals is to accept them as a just reward 
for the long struggle against their, latest in
vaders, the Italians and Germans. The more 
cynically minded smile and say that if the 
United States is terrified of Russia, she, no 
doubt, is willing to pay her frontier guards 
lavishly. 

There is something for us to co~sider. 
That is what the Greeks are saying, that 
if we are terrified of Russia, we should 
be able to pay her frontier guards, such 
as Greece and Turkey, lavishly. 

Mr. Daniell continues: 
For the concept of America here Is based 

on Hollywood movies largely and consists of 
a picture of a land where everybody owns 
a sleek, shiny car, a lavish home and gen
erally makes a million dollars before he dies. 

Among the extreme right, American in
tervention in the domestic troubles of Greece 
has encouraged extravagant talk of an im
minent war with Russia. 

The Senator from Illinois said he had 
not heard of any talk of war except on 
the fioor of the Senate. 

On the March day, when the nation cele
brated its liberation from the Turks in 1821, 
Royalist groups sang songs in which there 
was a warning to Stalin that "Truman and 
the atom bomb will make dust out of you." 

That should make a very gruesome 
kind of a song, I should think . . 

Mr. President, there is one other para
graph I wish to read; because it shows 
how this relief is handled in a country 
like Greece. They have had a tremen
dous amount of relief, as the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. DwoRSHAKJ pointed out 
a few moments ago. Mr. Daniell pro
ceeds: 

Another factor which may help is that, 
without security, rich Gre-eks who formerly 
kept their capital abroad may bring it home 
and submit to taxation. Peasants and re
tailers likewise have been hoarding gold 
sovereigns in fear of foreign invasion and 
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the necessity for flight. With the release of 
this money and the flow of goods and serv
ices, the desire to work, which is not very 
strong right now, may return. It must, if 
Greece is to recover and stand on her own 
feet when her present troubles are over. 

In other words, the thing that is going 
to save Greece is what is going to save 
the rest of the world, that is, a little 
sweat and a little hard work. 

Mr. President, I ask permission to in
sert the marked portions of this splendid 
article in my remarks at this point. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There b~ng no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

It will take more than the injection of 
dollars to put things right, as the aritish 
have learned to their sorrow. Nor will the 
cure be effected speedily. 

The next thing that strikes one is the vast 
quantities of cheap American motion picture 
and adventure magazines which drape and 
obscure the news kiosks, which, in the center 
of the city, average about three to the block. 
The shops are full of luxury goods, such as 
have. not been seen in London since the war 
began, and all imported si~ce liberation with 
borrowed funds, to be sold at tnfiated prices 
to the weil-to-do. 

The reason for this anomaly in a land of 
hunger, violence, and terror is not hard to 
find. A large part of 80,000,000 pounds ster
ling which Britain lent to Greece has been 
used to import expensive articles like radios, 
wrist watches,_ and cosmetics, instead of 
wheat, fats, clothing, and shoes, so desperate
ly needed in the country outside the capital. 
The same thing will happen to American dol
lars unless we devise some more effective 
method of controlling their expenditure than 
the British have done. The British on the 
scene, who wm soon turn over their· function 
to their American successors, are the first to 
admit this and to warn against repetition Of 
their methods, which consisted largely · of 
serving in an advisory capacity. 

The truth is there is 110 effective control of 
imports and the Government has been unable 
to resist the pressure of business interests 
for importation of articles which bring high 
prices and handsome profits, such as new 
American automobiles, British bicycles, and 
pure silk. There is no rationing of food and 
price controls are a Joke. There is no confi
dence in the currency and all rents and large 
contracts provide for payment in gold, which 
the Government has to import to sell, with 
results that have been ruinous for its foreign 
exchange. Legally, the exchange is fixed at 
5,000 drachmas to the dollar, but the black
market price ranges from 6,000 to 7,000. 

Prime Minister Maximos gets a salary of 
1,000.000 drachmas monthly. • • • 

Twenty months ago clothing, textiles, and 
shoes worth $13,000,000 began arriving at 
Pira;;us. Most of the 6,000-ton shipment re
mains unopened in the warehouses. Months 
of effort to have it released and distributed 
were fruitless, and only in the last days of 
March did ·it begin to trickle out at the rate 
of 500,000,000 drachmas' worth a day through 
retail shops which collected 3 percent from 
the Government for disposing of it. 

The British proposed that it be released at 
one-third of cost to poorly paid civil servants, 
of which there are some 80,000, but they 
encountered only excuses for delay, whereas 
the real reason is that if it were put on the 
market it would force down prices of private
ly owned stocks in the shops. 

• • • 
For Greece's trouble is not only economic. 

It is hard to say which is the gravest trouble 
or which must be brought to a halt before 

the other is cured. To this correspondent, it 
seems that there can. be no sound economy 
here until the bitter feuds which divide the 
people of the same family can be reconciled 
and conciliated, but members of this Gov
ernment seem inclined to other methods and 
are now planning extensive military opera- · 
tions against the leftist bands in the north. 

Otlicially, the Government has declared 
war on all bands, whether of left or right, 
but in practice it seems somewhat less than 
impartial. For instance, recently when a 
rightist leader slew some Communists he 
was extolled by Government spokesmen as 
a hero, but when he in turn was slain by 
Communists, General Zervas, Minister of 
Public Order, said: 

"We will answer terrorism with terrorism 
ten times as strong, disaster with disaster ten 
times as strong, and slaughter ten times 
greater. And this is not anti-Christian, be
cause God has taught us how to behave to 
anti-Christian Communists, who have sold 
their souls to the devil." 

The Government points with pride to the 
statement that it represents 85 percent of the 
legal loyal parties, to the amnesty it offered 
the rebels who would give up arms and sur
render, and it claims to believe whole
heartedly in democracy. But those who ques
tion this are not all Communists. Themi
stokles Sophoulis, former prime minister, 
who refused to Join the coalition, declared 
to this correspondent that the Government 
is "stifling civil liberties." The 87-year-old 
leader asserted that thousands of Greeks have 
been exiled to islands without trial on mere 
police denunciation, and said that the civil 
service was being purged of political op
ponents of the regime and coercion was being 
used 1n the Army against reading anything 
but approved party newspapers. 

Sophoulis also ridiculed the Government's 
claim to represent 85 percent of the people, · 
pointing out that, while it was true that lt 
represented that much of Parliament, It was · 
probably representative of less than half the 
people. Besides the Communists, who may 
represent 15 percent of the 7,000,000 popu
lation, he said his own party represented 20 
percent, and half a dozen smaller parties 
represented together about as much more. 

In his view Greek public opinion has un
dergone a radical change toward conc111ation 
since the election was held. He advocated 
an early election. 

General reaction to President Truman's · 
proposals is to accept them as a just reward 
for the long struggle against their latest 
invaders-the Italians and Germans. The 
more cynically minded smile and say that if 
the United States is terrified of Russia, she 
no doubt is willing to pay her frontier guards 
lavishly. For the concept of America here is 
based on Hollywood movies Jargely and con
sists of a picture of a land where everybody 
owns a sleek, shiny car, a lavish home, and 
generally makes a million dollars before he 
dies. 

Among the extreme right, American in
tervention in the domestic troubles of Greece 
has encouraged extravagant talk of an immi
nent war with Russia, and on the March day 
when the nation celebrated its liberation 
from the Turks in 1821, Royalist groups sang 
songs in which there was a warning to Stalin 
that "Truman and the atom bomb will make 
dust out of you." 

* * • • 
Another factor which may help is that, 

with security, rich Greeks who formerly kept 
their capital abroad may bring it home and 
submit to taxation. Peasants and retailers 
likewise have been hoarding gold sovereigns 
in fear of foreign invasion and the necessity 
for fiight. With the release of this money 
and the flow of goods and serVices, the desire 
to work, which is not very strong right now, 
may return. It must if Greece is to recover 
and stand on her own feet when her present 
troubles are over. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, since the liberation of Greece, more 
than $850,000,000 worth of goods, includ-. 
ing UNRRA supplies, have been sent into 
the country; yet, by common consent, 
Greece's economy is acknowledged to be 
worse off today than before. That was 
the point which the able Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DwoRsHAKJ brought out a 
few moments ago, that UNRRA relief, 
help from the United States and from 
Great Britain, has amounted to $850,-
000,000 since the war, yet Greece Is in 
worse condition than she was before. So 
why should we expect that the $250,000,-
000 now planned to be spent under the 
bill would perform any great miracle? It 
simply will not do it. 

Now it is propoSed that several hun
dred millions of additional dollars be 
placed at the disposal of a Greek govern
ment which has proven, beyond a shadow 
of a doubt, its basic incompetence either 
to deal with the economic or the politi
cal situation. What h.appened to the 
eight hundred and fifty millions is cer
tain to be the fate of the additional three 
hundred millions. In fact, Mr. Presi
dent, the current expenditures of the 
Greek Government for its armed forces 
are running at an annual rate of, 
roughly, $240,000,000. They will use up 
all the money in 1 year with the Army. 

If we are to foot the bill for the mili- . 
tary tyranny of the present Greek Gov
ernment, what portion of the funds we 
are to, provide will actually go into re
construction? Of course, the answer is: 
Not one thin dime. And if the present 
Greek Government is never able to es
tablish real order, never able to attain 
genuine support of the Greek people, 
how will our funds be used effectively for 
reconstruction of the Greek economy? 

The Associated Press carried a dis
patch on April 7 statiPg that the Greek 
Parliament 1.ppropriated $40,000 as a 
dowry -for Princess Catherine, the sister 
of King Paul, who is to be married very 
shortly to a British officer. Here is ana
tion, many of whose people are starving 
to death, a nation which is asking for 
help from the United States Treasury, 
and yet their Parliament, according to 
the Associated Press dispatch of April 7, 
appropriates $40,000 for a dowry for a 
princess. Of course, she will have an ex
pensive wedding, and the United States 
Treasury will have to stand all the ex
penses of it. 

Obviously, until a genuine political de
mocracy is established in Greece, it will 
be impossiple to restore the economy of 
Greece. That seems to me to be as plain 
as anything on this earth. The mere 
military conquest of this people, the mere 
saddling on this people of a mercenary 
army, can never create conditions of po
litical stability. A mercenary army is 
what this bill provides for. 

If Senators do not believe that, I 
want them to read carefully paragraph 
3 on page 3 of the bill. It provides for a 
mercenary army, and the army is to be 
paid for by the Greek and Turkish Gov
ernments. 

The mere military conquest of this 
people, the mere saddling on this people 
of a mercenary army devoted to an out
worn and hated monarch,y, cai;l never 
create those conditions of politicaJ sta-
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bility under which the economy itself 
can be improved. We must face the 
blunt fact, Mr. President, that the econ
omy of Greece can only be restored when 
a genuinely democratic government, 
supported by the vast majority of the 
Greek people, is established. Otherwise, 
the funds which we have now been asked 
to appropriate will be wasted, will be 
thrown away, in precisely the same man
ner in which the eight hundred and fifty 
millions of the past 2 years have been. 
Remember that despite the eig}ft hun
dred and fifty millions, the economic sit
uation in Greece is worse, worse, worse, 
not better, and if we now commit our
selves to a half billion or a billion a year 
to subjugate the Greek people with 
bayonets to a government which they 
hate, we will never be able to restore the 
Greek economy. 

Mr. President, the primary require
men: fo-~ defeating communism in Greece 
is the establishment of ·a democracy-a 
genuine political democracy-in Greece. 
Whether or not the Senate is determined 
to have a genuinely democratic Greece 
is the issue. Let us be clear. Every
thin~ depends upon the establishment 
of a political democracy in Greece. If 
we do not base our foreign policy on a 
political democracy, we are engaging in 
imperi;,Iism, either our own or someone's 
imperialism, and in the maintenance of 
a corrupt monarchy. In using the 
American taxpr.yers' money to foster an 
unwanted military tyranny, it would be, 
by the most conservative standards, a 
colossally stupid piece of international 
effrontery. Furthermore, it would be a 
complete waste of the American taxpay
ers' money. America could gain nothing 
but hatred by such a policy. It would 
profit no one; it would cultivate and 
breed communism; it would prove that 
the peoples throughout the democratic 
world cannot look to. America for encour
agement. 

I shall ask now that I be not inter
rupted until I conclude. I have a few 
more pages, and I will go ahead as fast 
as I can, because the hour is growing 
late. 

If our aim is to stop the spread ot 
communism and the expansion of Soviet 
Russia's influence over Greece and 
Turkey, I do not see how we can achieve 
it through this bill. It is obvious that 
we cannot stop Russia or communism by 
increasing the strength of the Greek and 
Turkish Armie~ 

Communism is an idea and not a tan
gible object. You cannot fight ideas with 
guns. The only way to fight them is with 
better ideas. 

The conditions which breed and spread 
communistic ideas should be our con
cern. Whatever money we invest in such 
an enterprise should go to fight hunger 
and disease, and, in Greece especially, 
to repair the terrible destruction of her 
cities and farms which has been her 
legacy from this war. 

We certainly cannot spread the ideals 
of democracy throughout Greece by giv
ing arms to a Greek Government which 
does not practice these ideals. 

The events of the past few years in 
Greece should teach us a few lessons. 
Germany and Italy tried to suppress the 
Greek people and failed. The Italians, 

with -300,000 soldiers, scattered over the 
country, and the Germans, with 50,000, 
could not subjugate them. When the 

·Italians surrendered in 1943, the Ger
mans increased their own garrisons, 
bringing them up to the strength of 
almost 15 divisions. Still, the guerrilla 
movement grew stronger every day. 

Then, the Germans tried using quis
ling troops, but the result was stronger 
and stronger guerrilla units, and the cre
ation of a deep-rooted division of the 
Greek people-separating thein into 
camps of resistance fighters and collab
orators. This was the beginning of the 
civil war which is going on today. 

What happened after the liberation of 
Greece? The British Government 
brought in troops to establish order and 
found itself embroiled in a civil war. 
Ten thousand Greeks lost their lives, and 
approximately 500 British soldiers were 
killed. The British realized that the 
resistance movement was strong and 
came to a compromise. The Varkiza 
agreement was drawn up between the 
resistance forces and the government in 
power at that time. This agreement, in
directly backed by the British, guaran
teed full political amnesty to the re
sistance fighters if they were to Jay down 
their arms, and in February of 1945, the 
guerrilla fighters surrendered their guns 
to the Royalist Government. Imme
diately, in every city, town, and village, 
there sprang up government-sanctioned 
terriorist organizations, composed of 
Royalists and former collaborators, and 
a campaign was launched to plunder and 
terrorize all those who had in any way 
participated ih the underground move
ment against the enemy. ':"'his terrorism 
grew more and more violent until it 
reached its peak in the summer and fall 
of 1945. 

In the midst of this, the elections were 
announced, along with the plebescite 
which returned the king. Of course, we 
sent observers to these elections. Their 
reports declared that the voting had been 
orderly and that the elections resulted 
in a fairly clear expression of the will 
of the Greek people. 

What these reports neglected to men
tion was the terrorist campaigns before 
the elections, which were most effective. 
These reports did not explain that no 
Greek :would dare to vote against the 
wishes of the local terrorist· organiza
tion. They did not mention that his 
life would not have been worth two cents 
the next day, or that his family's safety 
would have been sacrificed if he dared 
to vote against the groups in power. 

Our observers witnessed only the out
ward peaceful conduct at the polls. 
They did not detect the seething turmoil 
beneath the surface. They did not see 
that many candidates were prevented 
from visiting their districts, that they 
had no chance to present their plat
form to their constituents. 

Let us examine this present Greek 
Government closely before we act. 
Under this regime, people are arrested, 
imprisoned, and detained indefinitely 
without trial. Men, women, and chil
dren have been deported to dry, barren 
islands without trial or right of appeal. 
There is no freedom of speech in many 
areas. Freedom of movement has been 

limited by the activities of the terrorist 
bands of the left and the right. The 
Greek Army which we propose to aid 
with equipment and military advisers 
has been cleared of the greatest part of 
its democratic elements, and is now 
staffed by more than a thousand· offieers 
who were members of the security bat
talions, those formations which were 
created by the Nazis during the war and 
which the Allies have repeatedly labeled 
as traitorous. 

Let us look at the record of its Min
ister of Public Security, the man to 
whom the guerrillas would have to sur
render if they accepted the proffered 
amnesty in which our State Department 
seems to place so much faith. The man 
who holds this office is Gen. Napoleon 
Zervas. His position, in Greece, is iden
tical with the position of J. Edgar 
Hoover in this country. He is at the 
head of the police department of Greece. 

During the war, this general, with 
British money and arms, created a guer~ 
rilla force which at its height was com
posed of 8,000 well-paid and well
equipped men. This force, from 1943 till 
the time of the German withdrawal from 
Greece in 1944, did very little to disturb 
the enemy. 

For example, Mr. President, the Min
ister of Security, Mr. Napoleon Zervas 
is reliably reported to have collaborated 
with the Germans during their occupa
tion of Greece. I had a visit from an 
American officer, a second lieutenant 
from the Office of Strategic Services, who 
served 8 months behind German lines 
and who was in Greece 9 months after 
the liberation of Greece. This officer 
testified before the Committee on For
eign Relations while this bill was pend
ing. This lieutenant, r' 'l American citi
zen, showed me a G.Jrman document 
which had come into his hands which 
indicated that Zervas had collaborated 
with the Germans. This man who now 
takes in Greece a place comparable to 
that held in this country by J. Edgar 
Hoover, was a collaborator. 

There is no doubt, Mr. President, that 
the people of America do not believe that 
the Greek people ha\·e had a fair deal
that they have had genuine free and 
democratic elections. 

It is worth noting that the statement 
that 1,500 officers now serving in the 
Greek Army, who served in the notorious 
security battalions which maintained 
order in Greece for the Gzrmans during 
the Nazi occupation, has not been chal
lenged. We are going in to back up that 
kind of crew in Greece with money from 
our Treasury. 

It is a fair thing for the Senate of the 
United States to face this fact: Why are 
1,500 Nazi collaborators today officers of 
the Greek Army? Could a genuinely 
democratic t--overmnent tolerate such a 
situation? We shot them in Germany. 
We hung them in Germany, as we should 
hang them in Greece when we go in 
there. 

I believe that the Senate, if it does 
nothing else, should indicate its faith and 
belief in democracy. We would not vote 
$400,000,000 to maintain the Fascist Dic
tator Franco. We would not vote $400,-
000,000 to assist the Nazi Peron govern
ment in the Argentine. We are opposed 
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to tyranny everYWhere. We should de
mand that a free and fair election be held 
in Greece. That is what my amendment 
provides. As an essential feature of 
Greek eiections, it is vital to establish full 
opportunity for an political parties to 
participate and engage in election activ
ities. It is essential also to grant im
mediate amnesty to aU persons who have 
fought the present government. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand this 
German report which fell into the hands 
of the Allies. It is a military situation 
report from the Twenty-second German 
Mountain Army Corps, which gpeaks of 
the "lawful attitude» of General Zervas 
toward tne German Army. It mentions 
no sabotage on the part of Zervas• guer
rillas against the German invaders, while 
it shows that Zervas devoted his energies 
to fighting his rival Greek guerrinas, the 
men who were waging an effective under
ground battle against the Germans. Now 
we are going to help Zervas destroy the 
men who are on our side. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert ex
cerpts from this German report in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows: · 

Following are some extracts from a Ger
man Army document fn connection with the 
collaborationist activities of the present 
Greek Minister of PUblic Security, Gen. Na
po!eon Zervas. During the period under 
consideration Zervas was chief of the guer
rilla groups known as EDDES. or as the doc
ument refers to them "Nationalist bands." 
The references to .. Communist bands'' mean.S 
the ELAS. or Leftist guerrillas. 

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS XXII. (MOUNTAIN~ 
ARMY BUREAu IC-No. 8813j44. CoNFIDEN
TIAL-sEAT C L OCTOBER 8, 1944 

1. REPORT ON SlTUATION ON JULY 8. 1944 

1. Political situation: The fact that Zervas 
after a temporary recurrence o! activity has 
again returned to his lawfUl attitude toward 
the German troops was received With satis
faction by nationalist clrcles. 

2. Situation of the bands: 
(a) Nationalist bands tZervas' bands): 
At the beg1nning of July he (Zervas) aban

doned his lawful attitude. which he had kept 
untU now. and under pressure from the Brit
ish, he attacked variotts posts. camps, and 
convoys on the road from Jannena to Igu
menitsa and Arta, also on the road Pbillpias
Louros-Preveza. After a few days. however, 
be stopped the fighting and since then has 
kep~ a neutral position and does not follow 
any more the orders of the Allies to start 
again his attacks against the German troops. 

(bJ Greek Communist bands (ELAS 
bands): 

Tbe bands of the BLAB developed con
tinuous lively activity in the southern Clls
trict occupied by the corps especially on 
the road o.f Arts-Agrinion and on the rauway 
line of Agrinion-Messolongi there took place 
Btttp!1se attacks and repeatedly attacks by 
mines and mine-laying which fn part caused 
us considerable losses. 

3. Defense situation: 
• • • 

(b) Enemy activities and sabotage: 
Mine explosions. blow-ups, and general 

sabotage activities against our mail routes 
continued in the southern sector with the 
same fr~ency as before. and became more 
frequent in the northern sector, where dur
ing last month attacks were extremely rare. 
In Zervas• territory: no sabotage took place. 

6. Conclusions on the situation: The im
portant factor to the above would be II the 
Allies would be able to force 2'!enaa to give 

up hi$ until now lawful attitude and thus 
use hi& troops again for attacks against the 
German forces. We must also expect con
tinuous activities from the Greek Commu-. 
nist bands in the entire sector o.f this cOI;ps, 
if these forces are not stopped with frequent 
mopping-up operations (translator's note: 
Meaning on the part of the German Army), 
or if they are not distracted by attacks on 
the part of Zervas' forces. 

For General Peadquarters. the Intelligence 
Offi.cer (signed the draft) ; 

BURKE&. 

JUNE a. 1944. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident. a few days ago the newspapers 
carried reports of the murder of 32 po
litical prisoners being held in the prison 
of the city of Gytbion in Southern Pe
loponesos by Royalist terrorists. The 
Government declared martial law in that 
section and General Zervas rushed to 
the spot personally to take care of the 
situation. Three weeks elapsed and not 
one of the murderers had been arrested. 
Instead, General Zervas used the forces 
under him to fight the Leftist guerriallas 
of the region. 

Does our State Department really ex
pect the guerri.J!as to hand over t..lteir guns 
to General Zervas? Do we hope to spread 
American democracy and ideals through 
such a man? 

Remember. Senators. that when the 
British first intervened in Greece to "es
tablish order" they were greeted with 
wild cheers. Today. as they are prepar
ing to leave. the Greek people show no 
signs of oorrow over their departure. 
From all the reports coming out oi Greece 
we can see that there is little but hatred 
in the hearts of all classes of Greeks for 
the British. 

Mr. President, 2 years from now· I do 
not want the same thing to be said about 
America. 

I do not want to see us intervening in 
the internal affairs of another country, 
with the avowed intention of bringing 
democracy to its people. and achieving 
nothing but hatred in the hearts of those 
we intended to help. That is why I say 
that we must be very careful to select 
the right way to achieve our ends. We 
cannot go into Greece with half-baked 
plans about what can be done and no 
clear-cut idea of how it can be done. 

Anyth:ing we do must be carefully 
weighed. not only insofar as it concerns 
our future relations with Greece, but as 
to how tt will appear in the eyes of the 
rest of the world. 

How will we appear to the people of 
the world who look up to us for our 
democratic institutions and our tradi
tional championing of the oppressed and 
weak, if we use our money and arms to 
fortify an antipoPUlar Government with 
such an undemocratic history? 

The loss of prestige which would re
suJt from a failure of our program to 
bring democracy to Greece would be in
calculable. We have announced to the 
rest of the world that we want to 
strengthen democracy in Greece-to 
establish peace and enable the Greek 
people to start repairing and healing the 
wounds which they suffered in their he
roic resistance against the Germans and 
Italians; , 

We must succeed in this objective; we 
dare not fail; but w.e cannot succeed if 

we attempt to work through the present 
Greek Government. 

However, I do believe we can achieve 
our declared ends by seeing to it that be
fore we give any money a government is 
formed which represents all shades of 
political opinion in Greece, with a man at 
its head who has the confidence of the 
Greek people. There are several men in 
G:reece today who have that confidence 
and more than enough leaders of all 
parties to form such a government. 

With the formation of this coalition 
government, it would be possible to bring 
the civil war to an end without firing a 
single shot. Until we bring ihe eivll 
war to an end there can be no restora
tion, no rehabilitation of Greece. and no 
real relief to the Greek people. 

I think it is clear from the reports com
ing ou,t of Greece today that the guer
rillas wovld be more than willing to lay 
down their guns if there were any hope 
that they could do so without being 
thrown into prison. After aU, these men 
have been fighting for over 6 years. They 
are sick of it. They were sick of it in 1945 
when they laid down their guns. I1 
there were a government in Greece 
which could be tntsted not to indulge in 
reprisals against them and their fa.mf~ 
lies. there is small question that they 
would once again be willing to sun·ender 
their arms. · 

If the aid which we propose to send 
to Greece were conditioned upon the 
creation of a broad. coalition govern~ 
ment which would honestly offer com
plete amnesty to the guerrilla fighters, 
we could bring peace and democracy to 
Greece. and the stature which we would 
gain In the eyes of the rest of the world. 
would be even greater than what we 
would Iose, if we were to take the wrong 
course. and fail. 
. Senators, the answer rests in our 

hands. We can offer to Greece the only 
gift which she really wants-peace. and 
a. start on the road to the democracy 
which she has fought so hard to gain. 

We do ·not have to indoctrinate the 
Greek people in the ways of democracy. 
They know and prize them as highly as 
we do. But they have been prevented 
through foreign interference from ever 
holding their democratic institutions 

, once they had gained them. Now we 
can show the Greek people and the 
people of the world that we believe in our 
democratic principles and institutions 
and t-hat we will actually help others to 
attain them. 

It has been said many times that the 
democracies were weak because they 
did not believe in their own principles 
strongly enough to support a.nd 
strengthen them wherever they existed. 

We have now proposed to give evi
dence of our faith in democracy's ability 
to withstand the dynamic force of com
munism and all other totalitarian 
principles. 

Let us then. be even overly careful in 
seeing that no Fascist-like elements are 
allowed to benefit from our aid. 

We are on trial before the world. 
There is no way to measure the extent 

of our loss if we fail. Nor is there any 
way to measure the strength we will gain 
If we succeed. 
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Senators, we have a glorious opportu

nity in this bill to aid Greece. Let us 
take full and courageous advantage of 
it. Let us offer our aid to the Greek 
people and see to it that there is a truly 
democratic government in power to 
administer the aid. But on no condi
tion should we send arms to the present 
undemocratic government and strength
en those elements which, by the"ir Fas
cist-like tactics, have done more to 
spread communism in Greece than a 
thousand Russian agents could have ever 
accomplished. 

Mr. President, many governments may 
come knocking on our doors during the 
years ahead. Are we going to submit LO 
blackmail from. every military dictator
ship throughout the world on the 
grounds that if we do not fork over our 
cash, they will go communistic? Let us 
set up now, let us establish now, the re
quirement of political democracy as a 
basic condition for assistance from 
the American taxpayers' pocket. My 
amendment should be adopted. It 
would accomplish this purpose. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Coloradv. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I notice that the Sen

ator quoted generally his sources of in
formation from New York newspapers. 
I do not believe he once quoted from a 
Washington newspaper. Has the Sena
tor ever seen any article in any Wash
ington newspaper giving the truth re
specting the situation in Greece, that is, 
any dispatches of any kind from the 
scene over there? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have 
been very much disappointed, I will say 
frankly to the Senator, at the attitude 
taken by the Washington press concern
ing this great controversial question, 
which has so many phases and which is 
of so much interest to the people of the 
United Stutes and to the people of the 
city of Washington. I have been griev
ously disappointed by the way they have 
handled this question. They have gone 
all-out to put over the pending measure 
as quickly as possible, without giving 
any consideration whatsoever to the 
points which have been raised in the de
bate anr. which have been made available 
to us largely from the press of New York. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I found that to be the 
case When I was preparing my mate
rial, I had to go to newspapers outside 
the city of Washington. The newspapers 
of Washington did not give both sides of 
the case. They are all-out for the Greek
aid proposal. In my opinion, the way 
the question has been treated by the 
Washington press is a sad abuse of the 
privilege of a free press. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Certain
ly they have not been fair to their read
ers. 

Mr. PEPPER obtained the floor. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I should like to in

quire of the Senator from Florida if he 
expects to make an extended address this 
evening. 

Mr. PEPPER. I had expected to do 
so, Mr. President. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator yield 
to me so that I may propose a unani
mous-consent request? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I feel 
that the time has finally arrived when 
the proponents and the opponents of the 
pending measure can look forward to a 
reasonable prospect of obtaining a vote 
not only on the amendments but on final 
passage of the bill. At least, the oppor
tunity should be provided to arrange a 
definite time to vote on the amendments 
and on the bill itself. Let me say to 
the Senate, and also to the distinguished 
occupant of the chair, that I have re
ceived suggestions from both the propo
nents and the opponents of the bill as 
to a suitable ime to vote upon the 
amendments and upon final passage of 
the bill; and with the idea in mind that 
at least we can make the suggestion and 
obtain the consensus of opinion of Sen
ators, I send to the desk a unanimous
consent request which I ask to have read, 
after which I shall ask that it be adopted 
if it is satisfactory. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the proposed order will be 
read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
Order~d, by unantmous consent, That on 

the calendar day of Monday, April 21, 1947, 
at the hour of 5 o'clock p. m., the Senate 
proceed to vote, without further debate, upon· 
any amendment or motion that may be 
pending, or that may subsequently be pro
posed, to the bill (S. 938) to provide for 
assistance to Greece and Turkey, and upon 
the final passage of the bill itself. 

Ordered, further, That on said day of Mon
day, April 21, the time intervening between 
the meeting of the Senate and said hour of 
5 o'clock be equally divided between the pro
ponents anc opponents of the bill, to be con
trolled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. VANDENBER.Gj and the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. JoHNSON]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is informed that it will be neces
sary for the Senator from Nebraska to 
ask unanimous consent that the neces
sity for a quorum call be waived. 

Mr. WHERRY. I make that request, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the first request of the 
Senator from Nebraska? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so or(lered. 

Is there objection to the main request? 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object, I feel that the 
pending measure is very important. It 
is a well-known fact that public opinion 
is turning in favor of the opponents of 
the measure, and more particularly in 
favor of having the United Nations 
handle the problem. 

I have also pointed out that the press 
apparently refuses to print one word of 
the statement made by those of us who 
are in favor of turning the problem over 
to the United Nations. I do not know 
what the people of the Nation are basing 
their opinions upon, unless it is what they 
h~ar over the radio, which makes them 
take the attitude that this problem 
should be turned over to the United 
Nations. Perhaps those who come into 
the galleries and listen go out and tell 
others, but that is a slow process. 

I should like to take all the time pos
sible. I may point out that the House 
committee has not concluded its hear
ings, so the House is not prepared to take 
up the question, and we are not actually 
losing time by discussing it. 

I dislike to agree to the unanimous
consent request, but if the date were 
made Tuesday, April22, instead of Mon
day, April 21, I would agree to it. I can 
see no hope of delaying a final vote be
yond Tuesday. I am hopeful that by 
that time the American people will ex
press themselves fully, and that we shall 
then be ready for a vote. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator for 
agreeing to the date of Tuestlay, April 
22. I have no hard and fast date in 
mind. I simply wish to bring the sug
gestion to the attention of the Senate. 

I modify my unanimous-consent re
quest and ask that the date be made 
Tuesday, April 22. 

Let me ask the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho if he has any objection to 
making the hour 2, 3, or 4 o'clock on 
Tuesday afternoon? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I do not object to the 
hour of 4 o'clock. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
Perhaps if I were to speak at length I 
could persuade him· to agree to the hour 
of 3 o'clock. However, I appreciate his 
cooperation. 

Mr. President, I modify my unanimous
consent request so as to make the date 
Tuesday, April 22, and that the hour be 
4 o'clock, the time to be divided as al
ready suggested. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con. 
sent request of the Senator from N~
braska, as modified? The Chair hears 
none, and the order is made. 

The order as modified is as follows: 
Ordered, by unanimous consent, That on 

the calendar day of Tuesday, April 22, 1947, 
at the hour of 4 o'clock p.m., the Senate pro
ceed to vote, without further debate. upon 
any amendment or motion that may be pend
ing, or that may subsequently be proposed, 
to the bill (S. 938) to provide for assistance 
to Greece and Turkey, and upon the final 
passage of the bill itself. 

Ordered, further, That on said day of Tues
day, April 22, the time intervening between 
the meeting of the Senate and said hour of 
4 o'clock be equally divided between the pro
ponents and opponents of the bill, to be 
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG) and the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHNSC>N]. 

RECESS 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it is 

now 8: 30 o'clock. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] 
would like to make some extended re
marks. We have worked pretty hard 
today, and I feel that in justice to him 
and to the Senate we should take a re
cess until tomorrow. 

I ask unanimous · consent, if the Sen
ate is to take a recess at this time, that 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
be recognized and have the floor tomor
row at noon. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. Will there be a night 
session tomorrow? 

Mr. WHERRY. It is my present opin
ion that there will not be a night ses
sion tomorrow. That will depend, how
ever, on what the majority leader de
cides. However, my opinion is that there 
will be no night session tomorrow night. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nebraska asks unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPERJ be recognized and have 
the fioor upon the convening of the Sen
ate tomorrow. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate take a recess until 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 38 minutes p. rn.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
April 17, 1947. at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1947 

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer; 

Blessed Jesus, we rejoice that Thou 
hast entered into Thy rest. No more art 
Thou a man of sorrows, acquainted with 
grief; Thou art lifted above the scoff and 
the scowl of those who persecuted Thee 
into resplendent glory. 0 awaken us to 
a full realization of the blessedness of 
our inheritance, walking humbly with 
God and patiently among men. We 
pray Thee to mold Thy creatures with an 
unmovable faith and trust in Thy un
searchable riches. 0 lead us out of that 
twilight uf understanding in which our 
judgment misleads our best emotions 
and reliance upon self is a broken reed. 
Deliver us from all disabling tests and 
give us the support which drives out 
fear and failure and makes us free and 
firm for the blessed interests of our be
loved country. 

Vouchsafe Thy blessing, Heavenly 
Father. upon these Thy servants; give 
them strength and wisdom for this day. 
Because Thou bast given us this splendid 
land, because Thou hast allowed us to 
live in this ":VOnderfu1 day, 0 lead us to 
work unsparingly for the unity and 
rights o! men. In Thy holy name. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Public Lands be permitted to sit today 
during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
HENRY WALLACE 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McDOWELL. · Mr. Speaker, this 

morning my old friend George Reedy. 
veteran news commentator and news 
analyst on Station WOL, the Mutual 
Network, said this; 

Everybody wants to get in on the act. and 
Attorney General Tom C. Clark Is no ex-
ception. He has jotned .that popular and 
rapidly growing grou~ of people who "don't 
like Henry Wallace," and he isn't pulllng any 
punches. 

Without mentioning tbe ex-com shu~keT 
and boomerang thrower by nam.e. Clark baa 
managed. to call Wallace a liar and a man 
with no appreciation of the American way 
a! li!e. But he warned against hasty action, 
and said-and I quote: 

.. The che::.p, blundering assault now being 
made by some upon the bipartisan foreign 
policy of our Nation must not be allowed to 
provoke action on our part which Wlluld be 
utterly out of. keeping with democratic 
principles." 

So much bas been said, and so wei.I said. 
about Mr. Wallace that I have not mentioned 
him on this program. But there is a Biblical 
quotation which :a feel is very apt. It Is: 
''The voice Is Jacob's volce, but the hands. are 
the bands of Esau." 

EXTENSION OP REMARltS 

Mr. BEALL asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and to include 
in one a prayer oilered by the Reverend 
Dr. Thorning and in the other an er.ito
riaJ from the New York Herald Trbune. 

Mr. BOGGS of Delaware asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the REcoRD and include an ad
dress delivered by Gen. Eugene Reybold 
on the occasion of Army Week observ
ance at the University of Delawl-\re. 

Mr. MORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in connectior: with a bill he intro
duced today on the subject of Pederal 
aid to education. 

Mr. PRICE of illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. TRIMBLE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in three instances and to include 
in one, on rural electrification, excerpts 
from a letter; in the second a report from 
the production and marketing adminis
tration of Searcy County. Ark.; and in 
the third a report from the production 
and marketing administration of Wash
ington County, Ark. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker~ I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD and .to include a very inter
esting poem. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I a.sk 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD in two instances 
and to include in one a report of the 
Committee on Un-America.n Activities 
and in the other an address by Eddie 
Rickenbacker. one of America's greatest 
heroes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
HENRY A. WALLACE'S ATI'ACK Olf 

MISSISSIPPI 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. ls there objection to 
the request of the gentleman trom Mis- · 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker. ln one 

of his recent subversive speeches in Eng
land. Henry A. Wallace sneeringly re
ferred to my State as "the enlightened 
state of Mississippi!' 

Henry did not know it, but that is 
about the nearest he has come to telling 
the truth since he bas been in England. 

It was the enlightened state of Mis
sissippi that rendered one of the great
est services the American people have 
ever enjoyed when it led the fight in the 
Democratic convention that prevented 
Henry A. Wallace from being nominated 
for Vice President in 1944 instead of 
Harry S. Truman. 

By that one act, the representatives 
of the enlightened State of Mississippi 
prevented Henry A. Wallace from be
coming President of the United States. 

· and saved this country the humiliation 
and the disgrace, to say nothing oi the 
disaster, tha,t his becoming President of 
the United States would have meant to 
the American people. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS IJ.CT, 
1947 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Speaker. I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bfll <H. R. 3020) to pre
scribe fair. and equitable rules of conduct 
to be observed by labor an(i management 
in their relations with one another which 
affect commerce. to protect the rights of 
individual workers :fn their relations with 
labor organiZations whose activities af
fect commerce. to recognize the para
mount public interest in labor disputes 
atrecting commerce that endanger the 
pubUc health, safety, or welfare. and for 
other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 3020. 
with Mr. BROWN of Ohio in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman. it fs 

my firm conViction that the House would 
be making a great mistake to pass this 
bill in its present fonn. · 

I do not think that there are any of 
us who do not recognize that the 12 
years since the passage of the Wagner 
Act have been marked by turbulence and 
unrest. 

We have seen the growth of powerful 
unions who have been exempted from 
judicial and legislative restraint in their 
relations with their members, with busi
ness, and with the Government. They 
have in their irresponsibility been guilty 
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of excesses that have caused this coun- with them. Is that because of their 
try great discomfort and concern. Cer- great concern with the rights of the 
tainly all of us recognize that legislation workingman? 
that will channel the great powers of Does section 9 (f) attempt to foibid in
these unions along lines that will take dustry-wide bargaining because it wants 
cognizance of the stake of the public in to break down as they say "the great 
their activities is needed and should be labor monopolies," or is it because they 
passed by this House. recognize that organized plants cannot 

But merely because we feel that there ccmpete economically with those that 
are wrongs to be righted, we should not are uno.rganized, and that the latter ~ 
agree to any legislation that is put be- by the sweat of labor, drive out of com
fore us, no matter how high-sounding its. petition the factories that pay a decent 
language, and how superficially fair it wage, and whose employees work u..rrder 
may at first seem, without careful ex- decent conditions. In order to complete 
amination. the job, this bill in section 2 H4>. (C) will 

The bill contains clauses which do outlaw wholesale any type of boycott, so 
much toward guaranteeing each indi- that the uuions cannot protect them
vidual union member a square deal from selves and their employers against the 
his union. It makes an effort to end competition of sweatshops. 
feather-bedding, racketeering, and arbi- Is this bill really concerned with the 
trary combinations of unions which con- freedom of the workingman to organize 
spire to set prices and conditions which and bargain? Under the provision of 
benefit themselves alone. AU of these section 12, together with other sections 
clauses are good, but let us recognize that of the bill, if an employer is guilty of an 
these clauses are merely window-dressing unfair labor practice by tbe terms of this 
to secure support from those Members bill he- would be entitled to a full hearing, 
who feel that this Congress has an obH- findings by the National Laber Relations 
gation to correct existing evils. The ac- - Board and even.by the courts before the 
tual fact is-and I say . this with re- findings become legally compelling. 
straint-tbis ·bill would in its present Even then the employer is sni:Jject only to 
form strike down in one devastating blow remedial order and not to punishment. 
the union shop, industry-wide bargain- At most he must merely cease and desist 
ing; and so strangle collective bargaining and restore the situatian to what it was 
with restraints and limitations as to or should have been before he acted. 
make it ineffectuaL This grave error But let us see what happens to the em
that the majority of the Committee on ployee. After the bill has outlawed 
Education and 4.bor have made is that nearly every conceivable type of strike. 
in seeking to destroy what is bad, they such as a strike to remedy unfair labor 
are also destroying what is good. There practices, this bill provides that em
is no need to--there is great need not ployees who violate certain of these pro
to--smash the. American labor movement visions would expose themselves to cer
ta. rid ourselves of "feather-bedding," tain penalties, ex parte injunctions with
racketeering, and similar evils. Let us out a hearing, treble damages and loss 
look briefiy at some of the clauses of this of his job. Does that honestly show a 
bill. great concern for the freedom of the 

The majority of this committee in their workingman to organize and bargain 
report have stated, "Important among freely? 
the provisions of the- bill are those that The- manifest unfairness of these sec
reassure the workers freedom in their tions. are not isolated. There are others 
organizing and bargaining activities.'.- throughout the e-nti.re-bill. 
This concern with the rights of the- work- This bill does not assure the- wOYker 
ers is praiseworthy, but were the majority freedom and the men who wrote this biU 
of the Labor CoDUI\ittee concerned with must have known that it does not. It 
the rights of the workingman when they destroys with high-sounding words the 
outlawed the closed shop and permitted power of labor unions to bargain equally 
the union shop on only one condition- with the employers. It wm it passed in 
on condition that the employers give its present form bring not peace but la
tbeir consent? Is tllis an example of the bor wa.r-a war bitter and dangerous. 
bill's concern with the f:reedom of the This bill in its present form plays into 
workers to organize and bargain? Were the hands of the radicals in our unions, 
the majmtity of the Labor Committee who preach the doctrine of the class 
concerned w)'-h the rights of the working- struggle. If this bill is passed, this Con
man when they wrote in this bill clauses gress will have fired the opening shot. 
to outlaw welfare funds, and pension Where it will lead us no one can say. 
plans, to invalidate in fact two-thirds Have no illusions that you are voting for 
of the existing welfare plans that are ad- labor peace and for the protection of the 
ministered jointly by employers and em- workingman. You will be voting for 
ployees? Is it their concern with the industrial warfare-you will be voting for 
rights of the workingman that caused a bill which. seeks to strangle by legal re
them to do this? straints the' American labor movement. 

Was it their concern with the rights of I urge you to vote against it. 
the workingman that caused them to Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
outlaw sympathy strikes? Under section gentleman yield? 
2:. if a small number of workers in a Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
plant strik~ because of any condition, or Mr. OWENS. I have great respeet for 
for any :reason~ it is forbidden that any the gentleman from Massachusetts, hav
of the other workers in the same plant ing sat with him on the committee. li 
should come to their assistance and strike. notice in the report the gentleman filed 

XCUI--222 

along with the minority report, particu
larly this statement: 

There are several simple truths which 
must · guide us 1n om approach to the labor
management pl'"Oblem. The closed shop, the 
union sh<>p, indust~:y-wide bargaining, free 
and unrestricted collective bargaining with· 
out unfair advantage on either sfde. 

And then on the next page you say: 
n unions are to retain the closed shop and 

the. right to bargain collectively on an m
dustry-wid.P.' basis and if; as l feel, the anti
trust laws should not be resurrected to 
harass u.tlions witb criminal and severe civil 
penalties, some. method must be worked out 
to deal with strikes which cripple the Na
tton•s industrial power. 

So that you mee-t the -situation just 
as you talked about it in committee. ex
cept that you would propose going di
rectly to the Supreme Court and obtain
ing an injunction. That is what I myself 
fought against in the committee-an in
junction, that would strike employees 
alone, without taking some means 
against the employa. What is ynur an
swer to that?' 

Mr. KENNEDY. I believe that this 
country should certainly be in a. position 
to combat a strike that afiects the health 
and ~-afety of the people. Therefore.. r 
feel that tl;le President must have the 
power to step in and stop those strikes. 
I am no.t. in the position, of opposing 
everything in this bil:, but there are cer
tain things. in the bill that are wrong. 
I do not see how the President is going 
to have the power to stop strikes that; 
wiD affect the health and safety of tb~ 
people- under the procedure listed in sec
tion 203. I think he must have that 
power. 

I agree with you that any bill provid
ing for an injunction should carefully 
consider the position of the striking 
union and make sure that their rights 
are protected. I think that in those 
cases Federal seizure until the dispute is 
settled would perhap~ equalize the bur
den in th<' fairest possible manner. 
' Mr. OWENS. WIH not the gentleman 
admit that we have a third word in 
there2 It is "interest." Could we not 
better use the word "welfare" instead of 
"interest,'• because the word .. welfare" 
occurs in the Constitution? It is just as 
broad as the word "interest., and mare 
practical. 

Mr. KENNEDY~ The proposal em
braces two separate things, health and 
safety. Because the remedy is drastic 
these two, in my o.pinion, are sufficient. 
I believe we should apply this remedy 
when the strike affects health or safety, 
but not the welfare and interest, which 
may mean anything. 1 would not inter
fere in an automobile strike, because 
while perhaps. that aJieets national in
terest, it. does not affect health and 
safety. 

Mr. OWENS. Does not the gentleman 
agree that "welfare" is the stronger and 
in line with the President's idea? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. Eotb "welfare" 
and "interest" are too indefinite. They 
could cover anything. 1 wo"Wd not have 
the law apply except in cases where the 
strike affected health and saiety .. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired. ....._ 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
the responsibility for reporting the pend
ing bill and for its passage through the 
House, this omnibus labor bill, a most 
unusual procedure, rests definitely upon 
the shoulders of the Republican Party. 

I agreed with the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, my friend the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], when he 
said yesterday that "undoubtedly this 
bill is one of the most far-reaching" that 
could be presented to us and also when 
he said "it was one of the most impor
tant bills any Member of this House 
would be asked to vote upon." It cer
tainly is far reaching, and any labor leg
islation is important. This bill is de
cidedly so, especially when, as in this 
bill, we are considering a new national 
policy of government in the matter of 
relationship between management and 
labor, and also relationships between 
management and labor with the Gov
ernment and with the people in general. 
There is no question but that it is a bill 
of sweeping nature. 

Many ideas are thrown into this bill. 
There are some good provisions in the 
bill which I would welcome an oppor
tunity of supporting if contained in a 
bill by themselves and were not con
fused by the injection of a lot of ideas 
which have no place in the practical 
world where we are dealing with millions 
of human beings. These ideas, many 
of them, are poorly conceived and hastily 
thrown into the bill which we are now 
considering, a bill, which should it ever 
become law, would operate upon millions 
of human beings and try to determine 
the relationship between two of the great 
economic groups in this country-man
agement on the one side and labor on 
the other. 

The few good provisions are many 
times offset by the unwise, unwarranted, 
and impractical ideas that have been 
hastily conceived and, in my opinion, 
injected into this bill in desperation, by 
a desperate leadership desiring to pro
duce quick results, and which situation 
invariably produces very harmful re
sults. That is what has happened in 
connection with this bill. This bill, in 
my opinion, and I am talking in my 
capacity as a Member of this House, 
is simply another evidence of the con
fused and uncertain, in fact, growing 
into desperate leadership, of my friends 
on the majority side. 

The first example we had this year was 
the matter of the wartime excise taxes, 
the effort of a confused, desperate lead
ership. After the last election, as we all 
remember, certain Republican leaders 
made what we now know and what they 
know was a rash promise, and to those 
to whom it was made it constitutes a 
broken promise, namely, that the war
time excise taxes would be repealed as 
soon as possible after this Congress con
vened. 

Before we convened, President Tru
man, as a further evidence of his superb 
leadership, which has caught the con
fidence of the people of the country, is-

sued an Executive order declaring a ces
sation of hostilities. Insofar as wartime 
taxes are concerned, that meant they 
would automatically expire on June 30. 
He recommended their extension for the 
next fiscal year, a period of 1 year which 
tht next fiscal year constitutes, with an 
estimated revenue to the Treasury of 
$1,200,000,000 coming from those war
time excise taxes. Immediately some of 
my friends on the majority side, includ
ing certain Republican leaders, before 
conferring, declared they would not wait 
until the Jun3 30 date, but would repeal 
these taxes before that time. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the record. 
There was a definite promise made, but 
overnight our friends, the Republican 
leadership, changed their minds. They 
needed this money to carry out another 
hasty, unwise promise made in reference 
to a 20-percent income-tax cut across the 
board, a windfall for those fortunate 
enough to earn large incomes. Accord
ingly, a bill was reported out extending 
not for the next fiscal year but perma
nently the wartime excise taxes. As a 
result of the hasty, confused, and un
certain action of the leadership there is 
a broken promise. I wonder how those 
engaged in various busine·sses that these 
excise taxes fall upon will feel because 
of this political exhibition? 

Another promise was a $6,000,000,000 
reduction in President Truman's budget. 
A resolution to that effect was passed by 
the House. In the Senate the reduction 
was $4,500,000,000. President Truman, 
before he sent his budget recommenda
tions up to the Congress, had reduced 
the budget requests of the various de
partment and agencies by about $7,000,-
000,000-from about $44,000,000,000 to 
$36,500,000,000. Despite that fact our 
Republican friends promised the · coun
try to cut his budget $6,000,000,000. The 
House passed such a resolution. The 
Senate provided a $4,500,000,000 cut. 

Where is the resolution now? That 
is one of the mysteries of this Congress. 
Where is this resolution which is in con
ference? There has only been one meet
ing of the full committee to which the 

· Democrats on the conference committee 
were invited. If I make an incorrect 
statement I pause for correction. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina, 
my distinguished friend [Mr. DoUGHTON]. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I know there has 
been only one meeting of the conferees. 
There may have been many other con
ferences, but there was no serious effort 
made to reach an agreement in this one 
meeting. If there was I never caught on 
to it. It is all in the dark. I have aslted 
at different times about it but I have 
received no satisfactory reply. I have 
been here 36 years. There is disagree
ment between the House and the Senate. 
Conferees have been appointed on this 
important matter. There has been a 
great delay and I am puzzled. If some 
one can give me some information about 
that conference and what is going to be 
done it will help me a lot. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. I am sure 
it would help us all. There is only one 
simple question involved, and that is the 
difference between the $6,000,000,000 cut 
by the Republican majority in the House 

. and the $4,500,000,000 cut by the same 

majority in the other body. Certainly, 
unless they were confused, or that they 
are afraid of what they had done, they 
ought to get together and settle that 
question very quickly. 

We all know that two appropriation 
bills have already passed this House 
totalling about $15,000,000,000. Now, if 
they are going to make any cut of $4,-
500,000,000 or $6,000,000,000, or whatever 
amount they agree upon-and they never 
·wm apparently, because this resolution 
will just die-but if there is going to be 
any cut in that minimum of $4,500,000,-
000 up to $6,000,000,000, it will ha-ve to 
be made in some of those bills such as the 
Treasury and Post Office appropriation 
bill, one of the biggest bills, about ·$13,-
000,000,000, plus. Yet, there they have 
only cut $124,000,000 in real money. 
Then we heard the furore as a result of 
that cut in connection with the customs 
service. They had to cut down the 
United States Secret Service 140 em
ployees, with counterfeiting on the in
crease. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman five additional minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. They cut down 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue which 
will manifest itself on April 1, and that 
is where our Government gets most of 
its money. For every 1 ¥a cents paid for 
wages and expenses by the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue there is $100 in taxes 
brought in. For every 1% cents paid for 
wages by the customs service, there is 
$1 brought in in duties to the Govern
ment. There is the kind of false econ
omy that the $124,000,000 has brought 
about. Now, there are eight or nine more 
supply bills. I am wondering, when they 
come in with the Army, the Navy, the 
Agricultural, and the Veterans' Admin
istration bills, how they are going to 
get the four and one-half to six billion 
out of those bills, and I am watchinJ 
with expectancy, in particular, the agri
cultural appropriation bill, to see if they 
will cut down soil erosion, cut down rural 
electrification, cut down the dams and 
projects. I am waititt~ with expectancy 
to hear what some of my friends will say 
who voted for the $6,000,000,(\00 cut in 
the House. The answer today is that the 
$6,000,000,000 cut is forgotten. One of 
my good friends on the other side said, 
"We will get around to it next year" and 
he said, "it will be six, seven, or eight 
billion dollars." Well, the promise was 
made this year that they would cut $6,-
000,000,000 and the Senate four and one
half billion for the fiscal year starting 
July 1, 1947, but if they cut only $500,-
000,000 and that will do substantial vio
lence to the efficient services to be ren
dered by the Federal Government. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. With pleasure. 
Mr. VURSELL. I am always interested 

in the views of the gentleman. 
Mr. McCORMACK. A question now. 
Mr. VURSELL. I am going to ask a 

question. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I did not mean 

to limit the gentleman. I respect my 
friend very much . 
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Mr. VURSELL. I wonder if the gen

tleman believes that those who think the 
budget can be cut by $6,000,000,000 or 
$4,500,000,000, and if they miss it a little, 
that they might be excused, in view Gf 
the fact--

Mr. McCORMACK. What does the 
gentleman mean by c•miss it a little"? 
Will the gentleman ten me? 

Mr. VURSELL. I will tell the gentle
man in a minute-in view of the fact 
that the President within the past 6 
months twice has said we would have a 
deficit of over $2,000,000,000 this year, 
and the other night he said we would 
have a surplus of $2,000,000,000, so ap
parently if the President, with all of his 
advisers, would miss by $6,000,000,000, 
the Congress might be excused If it is 
not quite .correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. What does the 
gentleman mean by .. missing $6,000,000,-
000 by a little"? Will the gentleman in
form me for the benefit of myself and 
the RECOltD? 

Mr. VURSELL. Well, It 1s a little 
compared with what the President has 
missed on his guess of the budget. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I know, but how 
much would the gentleman say was Hmiss 
a little"? 

Mr. VURSELL. A billion and a half. 
with the present thinking of the mem
bers of the New Deal Party who have 
ron this Government Into debt ·to the 
tune of $260,000,000,000, by that stand-
ard, would be a Httle. · 

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle
man say you are going to cut $4,500,000,-
000? 

Mr. VURSELL. I think we will cut 
more than $4,500,000,000 lf you folks wiD 
give us any cooperation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, now, ••u you 
folks will gtve us any cooperation." Why, 
that Is one thing about the Democratic 
Party, when we ~re In the minority we 
are a constructive party. We do not 
blindly oppose. The last time we were 
In the minority was when Mr. Hoover 
was here, and we supported him then 
whenever he brought tn any constructive 
policy. 

Mr. VURSELL. When Mr. Hoover was 
here-

Mr. McCORMACK. Was the gentle-
man here when he was here? ' 

Mr. VURSELL. No; but I was in this 
country when the depression broke, and 
for the ftrst time. the Democratic Na
tional Committee set up a fund of $1,500,-
000 for a propaganda machine, to destroy 
the Hoover administration rather than to 
follow a policy of cooperation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman ls 
making a wild statement when he starts 
talking about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
three additional minutes to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. When the gentle
man talks about that, the Republican Na
tional Committee have representatives 
doing the same thing. I have no ob
jection to lt. It is a practical matter. 
I did not see anything wrong about it. 
It is perfectly all right, it Is part of the 
game. We are engaged in. politics, and 

the Republican National Committee ts 
justified in engaging ln it and so 1s the 
Democratic National Committee. I do 
not whine and I do not ery when our 
Republican friends do it. It comes with 
poor grace for a Republican to cry when 
the Democratic National Committee at 
some time or another engaged in prac
tices and policies which were for the best 
interests of the party and at the same 
time for the best interests of the coun
try. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. I believe the gentle
man from Massachusetts missed the 
point of the gentleman from Dlinols. 
The gentleman from lllinois meant that 
the $1.500.000 spent by the Democratic 
National Committee was very puny com
pared to what the· Republicans spent. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I wonder if the gen
tleman has forgotten the $'750.000 that 
John L. Lewis gave the New Deal cam
paign. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; but John L. 
Lewis ts with you now. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, w11l 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; if the gen
tlemen will give me Gne more minute. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman an additional min
ute. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the 
Chairman for the additional time. May 
I say that if any tabor leader who has 
been a Republican all his life, fighting 
Republican battles, continues to do so 
after this bill which we are considering 
today, then they ought to be ashamed 
of themselves. 

On the question of confused leadership, 
we come to this bill which ts distinctly 
antilabor and antimanagement, because, 
instead of bringing abOut understanding 
between management and labor, as the 
gentleman from Massachusetts !Mr. 
KENNEDY] so wen said should be done, it 
ls the road to Industrial discord. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
Yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas lMr. SMrmJ. 

Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man. this labor biU we are now consider
ing is an important one, from many dif
ferent points of view. I want to speak 
in behalf of freedom for the returned 
soldier. · 

As one who was with American sol
diers at the crossing of the Vesle. when 
they were before the bloody hills of Ver
dun, and in the deadly Argonne Forest in 
1918; again as one who was with them 
on the Omaha Beach; at the break
through at St. Lo, then on to the Sieg
fried line into that hell hole of the 
Hurtgen Forest, and with them in front 
of the Runstedt drive in the Bulge; from 
there across the Rhine to within 90 miles 
of Vienna-I have seen two generations 
of Americans dying for their country. 
For what? I'll tell you for what: 
Freedom. 

These two generations, after seeing 
Europe, know what freedom is. It is not 
something they read in textbooks or 
hear some professor expound in college. 
They know what freedom means from 
seeing the lack of it in Europe. 

What has this got to do with this bill? 
Just this-these returned soldiers, when 
they were on 'the battlefields of the 
world, thought of their old home town 
with an the imagination of children. 
Evecy one of them thought of what he 
was going to do when he got home
dreamed of running his own business. 

You gentlemen in the last Congress 
appropriated millions of dollars so he 
could make that dream come true, but 
did it come true? No; it did not for a 
lot of them, because. they could not get 
products delivered because they did not 
belong to a union. They could not take 
their truck and buy a load of potatoes 
and deliver it to the naVY yard in Phila
delphia because they did not belong; 
they could not deliver the milk from 
their own cows in their own truck to New 
Caanan, Conn. Why? Because they 
did not belong to. a union in an adjoin
ing state. They could not mix and sell 
their own paint in California because 
their three employees did not belong; 
they could not move into their own house 
in Missouri because there was a jurisdic
tional strike on as to who would connect 
up the sewer pipe; they could not sell 
lighting equipment tn Dllnots without 
paying a unton for the privilege of put
ting a union tag on the product so their 
own employees could assemble it for sale. 
In Utah they had to take 10 cents a 
dozen less for their eggs because they 
were not put in a package with a union 
label. 

Is this the sort of freedom they 
dreamed of from their fox holes? can 
they join the carpenters, bricklayers, 
stonemasons, and other skilled trades? 
No; because they are not taking any more 
apprentices in those trades and we in 
Congress appropriate millions of dollars 
for housing for these ex-soldiers and 
they cannot get them because there is 
a shortage of skilled workmen and they 
themselves cannot learn the ·trade be
cause of a closed shop. 

What do they want along with millions 
of other Americans? Freedom from 
going to a hiring hall for a job. By bard 
work with a little capital they want to 
start their own business-and to know 
that no one Is coming around the next 
morning and say, ••sign up or else." 
Freedom is such a simple word, but it 
means so much. All over these 48 States 
they came back dreaming of their glo
rious country. Are they not entitled to 
freedom-an ex-serviceman, as such, is 
not entitled to a lot of privileges but cer
tainly he i~ entitled to a square deal and 
he is not getting it in the labor field. 

When I e,m saying these things I am 
not asking you to give money for the ex
serviceman from a paternalistic govern
ment. I am only asking for something 
that is not guaranteed by the Constitu
tion but given to him by his Creator
the right to work where and when he 
pleases-just plain freedom. 

Oh, yes; I know that the labor czars of 
International unions will come before us 
with a halo of patriotism hanging around 
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their heads and in an arrogant manner 
say with a deep professor voice "The 
frontiers are gone-individual freedom 
was for the pioneers. You cannot have 
individual freedom in a modern society!' 

But that ex-soldier from the fox holes 
of Europe or the jungles of the Pacific 
dreamed a dream as the pioneers did of 
yesterday-what he could do as an in
dividual when he got home. 

But now it seems somewhere along the 
line of individual effort he has got to 
dig in again for freedom-the cause of 
freedom always entails work and labor. 
Somebody has got to speak the truth. 
Some of us have got to stand for indi
vidual freedom. The issue for a million 
ex-servicemen is freedom in our time. 

Freedom to turn the key in his own 
shop door-go home to his family and 
know that during the night no one is 
going· to throw a brick thro-qgh his win
dow-that on the morrow his few em
ployees will be there to work-that there 
will not be any picket line marching up 
and down asking all to boycott his place
give the individual his freedom and there 
will stm be a frontier. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCoWEN]. 

Mr. McCOWEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
intend to support this bill for a num
ber of reasons. ·In my opinion, this bill 
will bring about the correction of many 
abuses which exist. Likewise, I believe 
it will make for individual freedom of 
the workingman. 

That many abuses have existed, and 
do still exist, has been made clear in sev
eral speeches already given in this de
bate. For about 7 weeks hearings were 
held by the Education and Labor Com
mittee, at which testimony was given by 
labor leaders, by management, by rep
resentatives of small business, and by 
civilians in many business activities. 
Some of the information was indeed 
startling. Gangsters and racketeers 
played their full part in many places. 
It is not necessary to give examples of 
the situations and occurrences. Scores 
of instances will be found in the printed 
report of the hearings. Read some of 
these· in the report of the hearings, and 
you will be surprised that such things 
could go on in this free Republic under 
our Constitution with its Bill of Rights. 

This bill is intended to protect the 
workingman himself as well as the em
ployer and the general public. This bill 
not only protects the union man himself, 
but it is in reality the workingman's bill 
of rights. The only person who is con
demned in this bill is the racketeer and 
those who have been guilty of wrong
doing. The right of the workingman to 
organize and to bargain collectively is 
preserved. In fact, his right to select 
his own bargaining representative by a 
secret ballot free from force from any 
person or any organization is guaran
teed. He is further guaranteed · the 
right to decide whether he wishes to 
accept the latest offer of his employe!" or 
to strike, and he can decide it without 
fear of any danger to himself or family 
and according to his own judgment. 

If this bill should become a law, the 
rights of freemen under our Constitu
tion will be restored to each and every 

workingman. He cannot hereafter be 
suspended or expelled from his union by 
any arbitrary action. He can no longer 
be coerced into doing many things that 
he does not want to do. The time of in
timidation of the workingman by un
scrupulous leaders will be ended by the 
enactment of this bill into a law. The 
many good labor leaders who have been 
doing right, and there are many of them, 
have no fear from the provisions of this 
bill. The local unions to which mem
bers belong because they want to belong 
will have no cause to dislike this bill if 
enacted into a law. 

It is the considered opinion of the 
Education and Labor Committee that 
this bill will be a law only a very few 
months until the great majority of labor 
leaders and laboring men will them
selves come to see its justice, its fairness, 
and will come to appreciate the real 
freedom that has been restored to them. 
All will soon delight in the overthrow of 
tyranny and be glad that the Eightieth 
Congress had the courage to enact the 
workingman's bill of rights. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FISHER]. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, anum
ber of the members of the Committee on 
Education and Labor have expressed 
tribute to the chairman of that com
mittee for the manner in which he con
ducted the hearings which extended over 
a period of some 6 weeks, and during 
which time about 138 witnesses were 
heard. I should like to join with the 
others in paying that deserved tribute to 
the distinguished chairman, the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. HARTLEY]. 
I have never attended a committee where 
the chairman conducted the hearings 
with such dignity, decorum, and such 
high sense of fairness as that displayed 
by the gentleman from New Jersey in 
presiding over this committee. I am glad 
to join witll others, and I think this rep
resents the views of most of the mem
bers, both-the minority and the majority 
on the committee, in paying my tribute · 
which the gentleman deserves, especially 
in view of the fact that some have seen fit · 
to criticize him. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains a pro
vision which is unique in the history of 
labor legislation in this country. -rt puts 
the public welfare ahead of the special 
interests of either management or labor. 
For the first time in history, it is defi
nitely stated as a principle of public pol
icy that in industrial relations the pub
lic has an interest that is paramount. 
Here is what the bill, in its preamble, 
says: 

Industrial strife which interferes with the 
normal flow of commerce and with the full 
production of articles and commodities :or 
commerce, can be avoided or substantially 
minimized if employers, employees, and labor 
organizations each recognize under law one 
another's legitimate rights in their relations 
with each other, and, above all, recognize 
under law that neither party has any right 
in its relations with any other to engage in 
acts or practices which jeopardize the public 
health, safety, or interest. 

That, I say, is something new, Mr. 
Chairman. It is important. You can 
search the Wagner Act with a magnify
ing glass and you will not find the words 

"public interest" mentioned one time. 
And, whether it 1s admitted or not, I 
strongly suspect that a major portion of 
the opposition to the Hartley bill which 
we are now considering stems from fears 
of possible implications that declara-
tion of public policy may contain. · 

Mr. Chairman, what is wrong with this 
bill that it is so loosely labeled as being 
"antilabor"? Since when has it become 
a form of fascism to protect individual 
freedom and restrict the activities of or
ganized monopoly in this country? In
stead of dragging out the old stereotyped 
"antilabor" and "Fascist" bugaboos, why 
do they not meet the issues contained 
in this bill? Do they deny that evils 
exist that should be corrected? Let us 
be realistic and honest about this thing. 

Let us get down to cases. During the 
past year approximately 119,000,000 
man-days of time were lost to production 
in this country, something unparalleled 
in the history of this or any other coun
try of the world. It was said by the may
or of New York City not long ago that 
under existing conditions that city could 
be put on starvation in 10 or 12 days. 
During 1946 for 100 days the Territory 
of Alaska. was practically isolated be
cause ·of combined strikes in the ship
ping industry on the west coast. These 
conditions are far more serious than 
those who are now talking about this 
being antilabor would have you believe. 
Let us be realistic about it and let us 
get down to cases. Let us take a man 
who has been much talked about, John 
L. Lewis. He is a man who is pretty 
well known to the people. They have 
had a lot to do with him during this war 
and in recent months. They know 
something about the stranglehold he 
has over the American people and over 
the life of this Nation. They have 
not forgotten the strikes he pulled dur
ing the darkest hours of the war. 

How many Members of this House feel 
that John L. Lewis should not be dis
turbed in the exercise of his present 
unbridled and ruthless power 0ver the 
economic life of the American people? 
How many of you who are here now desire 
to take a stand in favor of leaving him 
unmolested and untouched as head of 
the holding companies. that control the 
labor unions that make up the United 
Mine Workers of America? Mr. Chair
man, I pause for someone to respond. 

Mr. Chairman, what do we propose to 
do to curb that power to which I have 
referred? Just what can be done that 
will Qe effective? 

We can outlaw illegal boycotting, juris
dictional strikes, sympathy strikes, mass 
picketing, "featherbedding,'' involuntary 
check-off, and the closed shop, howsoever 
desirable those objectives may be, and yet 
not fragment the monopolistic power of 
John L. Lewis-and I use him as an ex
ample to illustrate the point I am mak
ing, but there are others. He would still 
be supreme and practically untouched. 
He would still control the lives and desti
nies of 400,000 men. He would still be 
able to use the individual mine-worker 
unions as mere pawns in his hands and 
use local union officers as mere messenger 
boys for his gigantic empire. He could 
still bring the Nation to its knees, stag
gering and groaning from the economic 
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pains he has the power to inflict on the 
American people. Be could still force 
Government intervention and: pull bis 
strings · from an expensive suite in the 
Carlton Hotel. He could still :flex his 
muscles and demonstrate his power as · 
evidence of his qualities of monopolistic 
leadership while be is campaigning for 
president of the American Federation of 
Labor. 

So what can be done and yet not impair 
the basic rights oi the laboring people of 
this country? The answer is really very 
simple. It is indeed so simple that it. is 
oftentimes overlooked. And it is l'eaily 
the only efiective answer. That answer 
can be found on page 31 of the Hartley 
bill, supported by other provisions. 
There industry-wide bargaining 1s pro
hibited. It is pmvided that the certified 
representatives of employees of any em
ployer shall be ineligible to be certified 
as the representatives of employees of 
any competing employer. 

The only ex.ceptinn is in cases where 
there are less than 100 employees in com
peting plants and they are not more than 
50 miles from each other. 

The argument tba.t the. adoption of 
that provision will destroy unions and 
return workers to the status of sweat
shop is simply too ridiculous to answer. 
That its. adoption will lay waste the 
monopolistic empire of John L. Lewis 
I admit. That it will return llie and 
vitality to the local unions I admit. That 
It will play havoc. with the present mo
nopoly S()me few men are able to main-

"tain over human labor I admit. That it 
will protect the public interest against 
the actions of power-drunk labor bosses 
I admit. But what is wrong about these 
effects, those reforms? . Are they not de
sirable? Let us come to grips with the 
real problem this Nation faces. Do we 
or do we not want to curb the power oi 
John L. Lewis and his kind over the 
economic life of the Nation'! 

Mr. Chairman. r should like to pursue 
this subject of industry-wide bargain
ing a lltt1e further. It is of the highest 
importance and should be emphasized. 
This industry-wide bargaining practice 
has grown to such proportions in this 
country that the Committee on Educa.
tion and Labor regards it as a most seri
ous threat to the freedom or our econ
omy. It tends to dehydrate and destroy 
the very autonomy o! local unions. This 
results from the fact that more and more 
of their affairs are being handled by 
the directing heads of international 
unions, sitting behind mahogany desks a 
thousand miles from where the real is
sues exist. The local man-to-man hu
man touch, so essential to peaceful in
dustrial relations, is lost in the humdrum 
of big-time maneuvering. 

The practice has the effect of concen
trating tremendous power in the hands 
of a few men-more power than good 
men should want and more power than 
bad men should have. 

It tends naturally toward more Gov
emment intervention in industrial rela
tions. The fact that the practice em
braces entire industries means that a 
work stoppage has a serious and imme
diate impact upon the Nation's economy. 
Government intervention follows in a 
frantic effort to protect the general wei-

fare, as bas been demonstrated in the 
coal industry and in many others clming 
recent years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of ihe 
gentleman bas expired.. _ 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman~ J yield 
the gentleman five· additional minutes. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chafrman. win tbe 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to. the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman is diSCllS
sing an important question with com
plete intellectual honesty and ought to 
be beard. I thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey for giving him additional 
time. 

Mr. 'FISHER. Mr. Chairman,. I am 
also grateful to the gentleman for the 
additional time. 

Mr. Chairman, in industl'y-wide bar
gaining the practice is to fix uniform 
wage levels, and these are usually fixed 
according to what the more favorably 
situated and emciently operated · plant 
can afford to pay. The result is that 
the Jess fortunate and marginal plants 
are often forced into the orbit of an in
dustry-wide pattern and a.re forced out 
of business because of being unable to 
meet the competition. The Committee 
on Education and Labor had-many in
stances presented which you can verify 
if you wiJJ take the time to read the 
bearings. 

I have used the coal-mining industry 
as an mustratio.n. If industry-wide bar
gaining is: outlawed, as I hope it will be, 
if a dozen or even a hundred individual 
mines are closed down by s:trilres-there 
wiD still be 3,0.00 operating-the eco
nomic eff'ect over the Nation wiD not. be 
noticeable. Tbe result- would be that a 
shut-down of the entire industry would 
be a virtual impossibj)jty and' there is 
the only reaJ protection that. the Ameri
can people can bave against the mo
nopolistic situation tbat now results in 
bringing the whole Nation to its knees, 
and which fs affecting the wboJe Nation 
from coast to eoast. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, wiJl 
the gentleman Yield? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman 
frem California. 

Mr. HOLIPIELD. On this industry
wide bargaining let us assume that. tbe 
Pirestone Rubber Co. pays 50 cents an 
hour for a tire bmlder in Los Angeles and 
'15 cents an hour in Akron for a tire 
builder. Then would the Firestone Rub
ber Co. give to the public the benefit of 
that saving of wages, or would the Fire
stone tire se11 nationally at a set price'?' 

Mr. PISHER. I am unable to advise 
the gentleman about the policy of any 
company, but I wm say to the gentleman 
that in each individual locality, whether 
it be fn Akron or whether it be in Cali
fornia, in each plant there is a local 
union, there is a local management, so 
1et them go to the bargaining table and 
discuss their problems. Why should it 
be settled by an international union sit
ting a thousand miles a way which is not 
familiar with local conditions and local 
freight rates or many local elements 
that enter into the composite picture of 
what they should pay or can afford to 
pay. The cost of production varies in 
different areas. 

Mr. HOLlFIELD. May I further- state 
that, if such & law is passed_ a law should 
be passed making management give to 
the localities the benefit of that. saving 
in wages in the place of enforcing a Na
tion-wide price on the article which sim- . 
ilar article is manufactured in both 
places? 

Mr. FISHER Tba.t is a commendable 
objective fo:r the gentleman to work on 
if be feels there is need ic:r legislation on 
that subject. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. But it is nat in 
the bill.. 

Mr. F.I.SHEB.. The gentleman can 
very easily punme tbat. It is not a sub
ject of labor legislation. Surely the gen
tleman is not in favor of national mo
nopolistic control through industry-wide 
bargaining, I assume? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. 1 will snswer the 
gentleman. and I say: that I am not in 
:f.avor of monopolistic setting up prices 
throughout the United States, either. 

Mr. PISHER. The gentleman did not 
answer my question. ls he opposed to 
national monopoly over bumali labor as 
is now exercised in scme instances 
through industry-wide bargaining? 

Mr. HOI...JFIELD. I do not consider it 
natiotml monopoly~ 

Mr e BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. P'...s.HER. I :yield to the gentle
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUPPETT. I just wanted to ask 
this question at this particular point. 
Is it not true that tbe bill provides for 
complete company-wide bargaining? · 

Mr. PISHER. Yes. 
Mr. BUFFETT. Then that would 

cover tbis instance. 
Mr. PISHER. Yes. The gentleman 

is correct, but I trust the bill will be 
amended so that noncompeting situa
tions will be covered. 

Now let me give you & few examples 
of what I mean.. 1 speak of the evils of 
indt:JStry-wide bargaining. This Nation 
is witnessing at this moment a Nation
wide telephone strike tba.t bas been fn 
progress for 10 ~- It is a typical 
industry-wide, Nation-wide shut-down. 
Two of the demands of the unions are 
industry-wide bargaining in the future 
and the union or closed. shop. The com
pany insists on regional bargaining by 
tbe various companies that ha.ve eon
tracts with the various individual unions. 
Why shou1d not that be done?' In that 
way each union wiD have a responsibility 
and a. meaning. lts affairs and the 
wages and working conditions wm be 
worked out on the ground and not in 
the statler Hotel in Washington, D. C. 
And, more important, the public interest 
and welfare wiJJ not be subjected pertodi
calJy to these Nation-wide shut-downs 
resulting from Nation-wide strikes. · 

Then there :s the W::J-Il-known case of 
the United steelworkers Uni:on. In 
October 1945, the steelworkers Union an
nounced a Nation-wide demand of 25 
cents an hour wage increase, to be im
posed on every company with which the 
international had a contract and many 
of them had no connection whatever 
with steel. 

All the local unions were forbidden to 
close a contract with any manufacturer 
for less than this standard demand of 25 
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cents an hour. After this demand was 
made, a strike vote petition was filed with 
the National Labor Relations Board, and 
this occurred before any semblance of 
collective bargaining was undertaken. 
In many instances strike vote demands 
were filed by the International Union 
without even the prior knowledge of the 
local union and before the 25 cents an 
hour wage increase demand had ev:m 
been served on many employers in whose 
plants a strike vote election was de
manded. 

You may say: "Oh that proves nothing. 
After all the locals did not have to vote to 
strike." Let us see about that. Pursuant 
to the strike notice, the NLRB at Cin
cinnati, for example, conducted a strike 
vote election on November 28, 1945, for 
23 companies in that area with which 

1 steelworkers claimed bargaining rights. 
The employees of three companies voted 
not to strike. In the face of that fact, 
even the majority of employees in the 
three plants who voted not to strike were 
not heeded. The district director of the 
steelworkers union immediately an
nounced that those employees would be 
expected to strike when notification of 
the strike date was issued by the inter
national union, headed by Phil Murray. 

Subsequently, all the local unions from 
coast to coast were notified by Mr. Mur
ray to strike beginning on January 21, 
1946, and on that day the international 
threw a picket line around the plants of 
the three companies where the no-strike 
vote was made, and forced them to join 
the Nation-wide shut-down. 

Mr. Chairman, we had many instances 
presented to the committee where in con
nection with that steel strike last year, 
Ioeal unions in small plants, covered by 
the steelworkers union, were forced to 
strike against their will. Those were 
cases where no local labor dispute what
ever existed, and where any differences 
could have been .resolved in 5 minutes, 
were they permitted to do so. But no, 
they were forced to pay homage to the 
big moguls in the CIO, a form of absentee 
bossism, and the result was that the in
dividual workers a.nd the whole Nation 
suffered. 

Perhaps there is time for another case 
in point. Up near New Canaan, Conn., 
there is a small dairy known as the 
Norman Dairy, Inc., of which Abraham 
Norman is the treasurer and a stock
holder. The business has developed over 
a period of 30 years in the Norman fam
ily, and in 1945 it had a value of about 
$65,000 and had 10 employees. They 
were then doing both retail and whole
sale business in New Canaan and Stam
ford and surrounding communities. 
They were even purchasing milk from 
other dairies in surrounding territories 
for pasteurization and retail purposes. 

There had never been labor trouble on 
that farm. But things began to happen 
in May 1945 when the dairy was notified 
by one William Kennedy, the business 
agent of local 338, teamsters' union, 
that the dairy hands had joined his 
union and that a contract had to be 
signed. The union was located at Mount 
Vernon, N. Y., and operated out of New 
York State. 

Mr. Norman was told to sign the con
tract or else face a strike. Mr. Norman 
in his testimony,-stated: ' 

We tried to point out that the adjoining 
towns, namely, Norwalk and other towns in 
which we served milk, were under the juris
diction of a Connecticut labor union, wherein 
the wage scale was different, that is, lower 
than the wage scale prescribed in this con
tract, and that we could not stay in busi
ness with that type of competition. 

But the Normans were told to sign 
and if they could not compete they could 
go out of business. 

Kennedy insisted they were operating 
on uniform contracts and no alteration 
in the terms of the contract would be 
tolerated by the union. 

Having no other choice, the contract 
was signed without a single change. It 
was to expire in October 1946. But dur
ing November certain milk dealers in 
New York City and certain parts of New 
Jersey, known as the Metropolitan Milk 
Dealers Association, and the teamsters 
union, negotiated a new contract to take 
effect in January 1946. The Norman 
dairy was not a member of that associa
tion, and was not eligible to be a mem
ber. The new contract included provi
sions for a 5-day week of 40 hours. The 
Normans were told by the union the new 
contract had to be signed before the ex
pir~tion of the one previously signed. 
ObJection was made to the terms of the 
new contract. First the current contract 
did not expire for 10 months; that while 
the wage scale of the present contract 
was higher than that prevailing in neigh
boring towns in Connec~icut with whom 
the Normans had to compete, the new 
contract called for additional increase of 
20 percent, placing the Norman dairy at 
a decided disadvantage as against others 
in the industry in Connecticut: the new 
contract was based on an anticipated in
crease of 2 cents per quart in New York 
City, which was actually granted by OPA, 
but not for Connecticut. 

Then came the pay-off. On January 
25, 1946, Mr. Kennedy notified the Nor
mans to sign the new contract or the men 
would strike. There was no 30-day strike 
notice, as required by law. The next 
morning, the men did not show up for 
work, though there was never a strike 
vote taken. 

The family dairy operated a few days 
with two war veterans helping. But 
when the strike began from two to three 
hundred imported pickets from New 
York State were brought in to intimidate 
the customers and suppliers. They pa
raded along the farm road in front of 
the dairy. The dairy truck drivers were 
followed, pulled from cabs, threatened 
and on two occasions tires were stabbed. 

On the second day of the strike the 
drivers attempting to bring in the sup-, 
ply of milk were followed and stopped. 
One of the drivers, a son of one of the 
dairy operators and a war hero, alive by 
the grace of God and a parachute, was 
set npon by 10 of the goons and thugs 
his milk was destroyed, he was beat int~ 
insensibility and left lying on the road
side. 

The dairy was then shut down for 4 
months, resulting in the loss of customers 

accumulated over a period of 30 years, 
and an effort is still being made by that 
small dairy to overcome the terrific losses 
that were involved there. 

Is there an~ Member of this House 
who upholds that sort of business? Is 
there anyone to uphold that conduct as 
being a proper labor activity? The Nor
mans were not only victims of vicious 
criminal assaults and intimidation, but 
were forced to accede to terms of a con
tract of an industry-wide pattern, ma
nipulated by a union some distance away. 
And because they could not meet those 
industry ·wide terms, they were put out 
of business and lost thousands of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress passed the 
antitrust laws to prevent corporations 
and industrial groups from becoming too 
powerful. The same reasons prompted 
the passage o:f the Interstate Commerce 
Act, the Federal Communications Com
mission, the Utility Holding Company 
Act, and scores of others-all designed 
to P.revent combinations and price-fixing 
agamst the public interest, and to keep 
open the channels of competition where 
private industry is involved. And yet 
today t~at same sort of monopoly has 
been bUilt up in the labor-union move
ment. The big international unions have 
become holding companies for the thou
sands of smaller unions, and each union 
1~ most instances is forced to obey the 
diC~ates of the directing heads. That is 
plam monopoly over human labor and 
when abused and misused, as it s~ fre
q~ently ~s by Nation-wide and industry-.. 
Wide strikes, the public suffers and the 
local unions suffer and the individual 
workers suffer. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not anti
labor .. It is. antilabor monopoly. It 
cont3:ms a bill of rights protecting the 
workm~~en who are members of unions. 
I~ prohibits conduct by unions or mdi
VIdua~s that is obviously not in the legiti
mate mtere~t of l_abor and is contrary to 
sou_nd ~ubllc policy. It is not punitive 
legislatiOn. It is positive legislation 

This measure was drafted by the ~om
mittee, but it was written in the hearts 
and minds of the American people. Read 
th~ ~oils of the past year, taken of public 
?Pimon. . Talk to the man on the street, 
I~ t~e fillmg station, on the farm. This 
bill Is the composite voice of the Ameri
can people. And let us not be swayed 
for a moment by the antilabor attitude 
of the reactionaries who are opposed to 
this sort of needed and long overdue 
progress. This is a prolabor bill, and it 
should be passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has again ex
pired. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman f;om 
Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN]. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, in voting H. R. 3020 out of 
committee, 5 of the 15 Republican mem
bers who voted did so with formal reser
vations. Ten members voted unquali
fiedly. Of the five of us who voted with 
reservations, some at least did so with 
the thought of proposing amendments 
in the House. At the proper time, I as 
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well as perhaps others intend to offer 
certain amendments. 

Every one of the 15 Republican mem
bers and most of the Democratic mem
bers labored ardously for more than 6 
weeks, 6 days a week, and many times 
into the night trying to arrive at the 
truth with regard to the real rights of 
labor and management. Many experts 
and scholars testified. Man:v had di
vergent. views. Labor leaders for the 
most part thundered against any legis
lative disturbance of the status quo, 
even though the American scene today 
is replete with examples of goon-squad 
banditr~ and the many crimes commit
ted in the name .of the Wagner Act 
against the rank-and-file workers and 
against the honest employer. Some rep
resentatives of management, while offer
ing lip service to the right of the work
ingma!l. sought to limit or cripple his 
legitimate rights-rights that are de
rived from those inalienable rights of 
every American-of life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness; the right to life 
that includes the right to sustain life 
with a decent wage for himself and his 
family; the right to liberty that includes 
the liberty· to organize and to work, not 
as a slave.or menial dependent on the 
benevolence of his employer, but as a 
dignified human being; the pursuit of 
happiness that includes the right effec
tively to obtain decent and healthful 
working conditions and to pmcure by 
one's labors sufficient beyond· mere sub
sistence, education for one's children, 
and at least the modest measures of 
those pleasant things that make this 
world bearable. 
Gentlemen~ I wish ·to pay highest 

tribute to the chairman of our commit
tee. He broadened the scope of our 
hearings. He gave every member wide 
oppoitunity to question aJl of the 131 
witnesses at length in order to develop 
every reasonable line of inquiry. He has 
listened with tolerance to opposing 
views though some of us differed on 
certain important questions. 1 know 
that it is his determined purpose to pro
tect the rank-and-:file workers and to 
bring peace to labor relations. 

In my humble opinion we should seek 
on this fioor to determine the chaJ"ter for 
the average American worker and his 
union. We should correlate it with the 
rights of management and we should 
recognize that the rights of neither 
should infringe upon the rights of the 
public at large. That charter is largely 
written in H. R. 302G. 

Our objective in the committee was a 
bill of rights for the worker and his 
union and for the average American 
businessman and his free enterprise, and 
the protection of the public against in
jury to our economy caused by an abuse 
of the right to strike. 

H. R. 3020 goes a long way toward ac
complishing these objectives. It can be 
improved by not permitting wages to be 
the subject of as keen competition be
tween employers as is a mere commodity. 
The worker's bargaining power through 
his union should more neally approxi
mate the bargaining power of. particu
larly, corporate employers that can oom-

bine in various ways to obtain a market 
advantage. 

The bill does excellent work in elimi
nating the irresponsible acts of union 
o11icers. It contains strong measures to 
harness the unbridled strength of some 
unions that would trample roughshod 
on our economy. It looks into the scene 
of the union hall and observes the rank
and-file worker who up to now has been 
mute and unable to express himself; who 
har. been led out on strike when he did 
not want to go on strike; when he has 
been brushed aside by goon-squad tac
tics; where his rights were not regarded 
on the matter of the union~s financial 
transactions; where he has been domi
neered, in many cases by party line and 
even Communist officers. The bill cen
ters its attention upon this rank-and-file 
worker. It gives him a bill of rights 
Within his own union. It gives him free
dom of speech without danger of reprisal 
from opposing factions within his own 
union. For example, I can recall a case 
as was related to me of a worker in a. 
Milwaukee plant who sought to express 
his opinion at a union meeting in oppo
sition to the leaders, and immediately 
thereafter he was advised by union goons 
that if he did not keep his mouth shut, 
his little girl might not come home alive 

' the next day. 
The bill gives real suffrage to the rank

and-file worker on important issues, in 
the choice of his oflicers or on the de
cision to strike. It insures to him the 
secret ballot so that he might not be 
shouted down in his efforts to e:xpress his 
own will. It fcrces the union officers to 
furnish complete financial statements to 
members so that they will have a real 
knowledge o! how their dues are spent. 

Section 9-F, subsection 6, provides that 
no labor organization shall be certified as 
the representative of the employees if 
one or more of its officers is a member of 
the Communist Party or a party liner. 
Section 8-C. subsection 6, gives the union 
t.he right to expel Communists and party 
liners. This is extremely important be
cause in times past, Communists and 
their fellow travelers made a specialty of 
studying trade unionism and tbe tech
nique of the union hall. They became ex
perts in the knowledge of trade-union 
matters so much so that many good 
American workers have been willing to 
place their fate in the hands of party-line 
officers only to find that they became 
the dupes of Communist tactics. One 
high-ranking officer of the United Elec
trical Workers in testifying before our 
coDLcrtittee tu·azenlY stated to the com
mittee that his was the most democratic 
union in the country because they ac
cepted all shades of political belief. He 
openly stated that they accepted Com
munists on the same basis as people hold
ing any legitimate different political be
lief. We know that it is the purpose of 
the Communist Party to use the labor 
union as a tool to bring about the spread 
of their antihuman doctrine~ 

One example of Communist tactics 
that came to the attention of our com
mittee and concerning which a report is 
intended to be made subsequently in 
Congress by a subcommittee of the Labor 

Committee, is the example testifted to by 
Mr. Louis Budenz, former editor of the 
Communist Daily Worker. Budenz tes
tified that the Communist Party Political 
Committee in New York decided in the 
year 1940 that a strike should be called 
fn the Allis-Chalmers Co., of Milwaukee, 
because they were one of the few firms 
making steel turbines for United States 
destroyers and that by pulling the strike 
in that plant they could bring about a 
following of the party line at that time 
of opposing aid to Britain. That was 
before Hitler attacked Russia. Budenz 
testified as to traveling to Milwaukee 
and meeting in ~ret with Mr. Eugene 
Dennis, present secretary of the Com
munist Party and with Mr. Harold Chris
toffel, the Communist Party member 
and president of the AIJis-Cha.lmers lo
cal, at which secret meeting it was de
cided to strike the plant pursuant to the 
decision in New York of the Communist 
Party. Shortly thereafter the strike was 
called. It was later determined by the 
Milwaukee courts that over 2,000 of the 
strike ballots were fraudulently stuffed 
into the boxes. That the Communist 
Party, as agents of a foreign government, 
should be able to cause a strike in an 
American plant is horrifying. We have 
got to keep communism out cf the Ameri
can labor unions. This bill does that. 

The Republican Party does not be
lieve in the dictatorship of big business, 
neither dOes it beJfeve in the dictatorship 
of the workers. One of its prime con
cerns is the we1fare of the average Amer
ican family. The average American 
wants industr1a! peace and freedom
fair play for the worker and fair play 
for the businessman. In the economic 
tension that will exist between our coun
try and Russia this Congress faces a real 
challenge. The issue lies deeper than 
party lines. We must get our indus
trial house in order. This bill does large
ly that. The economic system of Russia 
is based on the Communist fdea of state 
domination, no unions, no right to strike. 
It is based in large part on slave labor. 
The individual there counts for little. 
We in Amerfca. prize human individual 
liberty even above the state. We believe 
that property rights are natural to man. 
The best protection of those property 
rights and of that Uberty is in the bal
ancing of the rights of our workers and 
the rights of our businessmen so that 
the great majority of our citizens will 
enjoy that private property and that hu
man liberty. We should not delay in 
passing the bill that will maintain the 
rights of the worker and protect the 
rights of the businessman. We cannot 
delay. Time is too short. We must 'dem
onstrate to the world that we recognize 
Christian justice to al1 American citi-
zens. 

In the contention that has developed 
· between the United States and the coun

try of. Russia we must see to it that we 
preserve those things which we bold 
sacred-that is, freedom, property rights, 
and an those things that are natural to 
man. In the economic contention and 
competition that we will undergo witli 
Russia we know that that country does 
not believe in those things; t.bat their 
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economy is based on slave labor; that 
their economy is based on the state over 
the individual. Ours is just the reverse. 
Ours is based on Christian concepts 
where the rights of the individual are 
superior to the rights of the state, and 
by protecting that right we will save our 
country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time .of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KER
STEN] has expired. · 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BROWN] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, strikes against the public interest 
should be settled at once and not de
layed by willful oppos~tion of either the 
unions or the industries. The disputes 
should be arbitrated quickly and fairly, 
.so the public will not suffer. Our coun
try stands for reason and is opposed to 
the rule of force. Both the employer .. c:; 

and employees must have the right for 
peaceful discussion of their disputes, but 
the solution of their problems should not 
be delayed at the cost of the innocent 
and suffering public. 

Under our American system of gov
ernment, all parties in a controversy 
are equal in law. Recently we have had 
many controversies between labor ~nd 
management in which the parties were 
not equal and the public-the third 
party-was not even considered. 

We must preserve the rights and laws 
to protect labor from the hardship and 
sweatshop conditions of many em
ployers in the past, but at the same time 
we must have equal protection for man
agement and the public so as to give 
justice and equality to all three classes. 

We all remember well in the early 
thirties, when the awful depression came, 
labor suffered more than any other class 
when long bread lines were formed in 
all the large cities of this country. Con
gress passed many laws to help all 
classes, especially the wage earner, who 
must continue to have good wages in 
order to live decently and maintain high 
production for the consuming public. 

The innocent and suffering public Is 
demanding an end to so many uncalled
for and unjustified strikes wherein the 
public is the chief sufferer. Repeated 
work stoppages have not only injured 
the public, but have inflicted severe 
hardship upon the rank and file of the 
working men and women in many in
stances. 

The public has a right to demand that 
the excessive abuses by some labor 
leaders shall be curbed, and that arbi
trary disregard of labor rights by man
agement, when it occurs, should also be 
corrected. 

The people are expecting us to meet 
the labor-management issue coura
geously in order to curb abuses the 
public has suffered from time to time. 

Many believe that the increased popu
larity of President Truman is due largely 
to his firm hand in the coal strike and his 
having filed court proceedings against 
John L. Lewis. 

We all know that some measure must 
be adopted to protect the public from 
such a labor leader as John L. Lewis, as 
peaceful collective bargaining is almost 
impossible with him. 

I am informed that some 200 labor 
bills have been introduced at this session 
of Congress. What stronger evidence do 
we need to show that the public is in
tensely interested in correcting the 
abuses brought on by continued disputes 
between labor and management? The 
Committee on Education and Labor has 
given a long and patient hearing to all 
the bills referred to that committee and 
finally, by a large majority, agreed on 
the bill we have now under considera
tion. This bill may not be perfect, but 
under the broad rule under which it is 
being considered, amendments are in 
order and the bill can be perfected if it is 
unfair to labor or management, and 
amendments should be adopted, when we 
begin reading the bill to correct such 
injustices, because I do not believe that 
anyone in this chamber, certainly not a 
majority, desires to be unfair to labor or 
management but is certainly determined 
that we must have some law with teeth 
in it to protect the public and curb the 
unjustifiable strikes so that we may have 
full production, which is the chief 
weapon against inflation. 

Government officials take the position 
that to be an employee of the Govern
ment is a privilege, not a right, and the 
Government is free to decide who shall 
work for it. Private industry takes the 
position that it has as much right as the 
Government in hiring its employees and 
that if the Government is free to decide 
who shall work for it, private enterprise 
should have the same privilege. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PRICE]. 

H. R. 3020-THE GOP ANTILABOR BILL 

Mr. PRICE of Dlinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to H. R. 3020, theRe
publican antilabor bill. 

This bill, which the committee has 
recommended for approval, purports to 
prescribe "fair and equitable rules of 
conduct" for labor and for manage
ment, "to protect individual workers," 
and "to recognize the paramount public 
interest in labor disputes." To accom
plish these objectives it writes off the 
statute books the National Labor Rela
tions Act, and abolishes the National 
Labor Relations Board. To accomplish 
these objectives it discards the findings, 
which, based on long and careful study 
of the facts of the relation between em
ployers and employees led Congress over
whelmingly to adopt the policies em
bodied in that act. 

The provisions of the National Labor 
Relations Act rest upon the indispu
table fact that workers individually have 
no power to bargain with their employers 
over wages, hours, and working condi
tions. Long before that act was passed, 
Chief Justice Taft said that-

Labor unions were organized out of the 
necessities of the situation. A single em
ployee was helpless in dealing with an em
ployer. He was dependent ordinarily on his 
daily wage for the maintenance of himself 
and family. If the employer refused to pay 
him the wages he thought fair, he was never
theless unable to resist abitrary and unfair 
treatment. 

Under these circumstances employers 
were able to play off the needs of one 
worker as against another, to offer to 

the worker most in need of a job the 
lowest wages he would be willing to 
accept and to require all the other work
ers to accept that lowest standard or 
lose their jobs. This competition be
tween workers for jobs led to a constant 
ly declining standard of real wages as 
compared to the value of goods and serv
ice which, with the aid of an advancing 
technology, labor was able to produce. 
This the Nation recognized in the bitter 
years of 1929-32, and in 1935 Con
gress declared in the National Labor Re
lations Act that the inequality of bar
gaining power between individual work
ers and employers "tends to aggravate 
recurrent business depressions, by de
pressing wage rates and the purchasing 
power of wage earners." 

The National Labor Relations Act was 
passed because employees, seeking to 
maintain their advantageous bargaining 
position in relation to their workers, and 
seeking constantly to widen the margin 
between wages and prices so as to in
crease profits, fought with all their 
might to prevent workers from joining 
together so as to deal on a basis of 
equality with their employers. That act 
was passed because Congress and the 
country recognized that it was bad for 
the public interest, bad for workers, bad 
for consumers, and bad for industry as 
well, to permit employers to utmze their 
tremendous economic power to frustrate 
the self-organization of workers, to con
tinue to play off the individual weak
nesses of one against another, to enforce 
competition among workers, as though 
labor were a commodity of commerce, 
like bricks or stones, to which the harsh 
principles of competition should be ap
plied. 

Long before the need for a National 
Labor Relations Act became apparent, 
Congress in the Clayton Act recognized 
that labor was not an article of com
merce and that to enforce competition 
among workers would lead not to human 
and material welfare, but to degradation, 
depression, misery, and ultimately to 
class warfare. Remember that the Na
tional Labor Relations Act seeks only to 
prevent employers from utilizing their 
economic power to force workers to com
pete one with another, for jobs, for wages 
and for other terms of employment. 
And remember, when you consider the 
provisions of this committee bill which 
would deprive workers of their rights 
under that law, that under this bill em
ployers would once again be free to hire 
thugs and gunmen and spies, as the 
La ·Follette committee's investigation 
shows they did before the National Labor 
Relations Act was passed, to discharge 
workers who join a union, to blacklist 
and send to economic destruction workers 
whose only offense would be that they 
sought to resist arbitrary and unfair 
treatment by th~ir employer. Remem
ber, that under this committee bill, em
ployer dictatorship over workers is re
established in industry. 

Is this a "fair and equitable rule of 
conduct"? Does this "protect individ
ual workers"? Is this in "the public 
interest"? 

But this bill goes much farther. It 
prohibits <sec. 9 (f) <1) ; p. 30) any 
repregentative who has been selected by 
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the employees of one -employer, from reP
resenting, with minor exceptions, the 
employeer of another employer although 
~e employers are all engaged in the 
1ame industry and the employees .are all 
engaged in the same trade, craft or occu
pation. '!'he bill would thus legislate 
competition among workers with a 
vengeance. 

Labor, this bill in effect proclaims, is 
a commodity of commerce, and must be 
treated as sucn. Labor, this bill pvo
claims, must not be permitted to com
bine to deal effectively with employers 
to obtain a fair share of the products 
of industry. Labor must not be per
mitted to attempt to raise substandard 
wages paid by some employers in an 
industry, which in turn depress the wages 
of all. 

Long ago, Chief Justice Taft, speaking 
of the necessity for · combination among 
workers to protect their interests and 
the interests of society as a whole, said: 

To render this combination at all effec
tive, employees must make their combina
tion extend beyond one shop. It is helpful 
to have as many a.s may be ln the same trade 
united because ln the competition between 
employers they are bound to be affected by 
the standard Qf wages of their trade. There
fore, they may 'use all !awful propaganda to 
enlarge their membership and especially 
among those whose labor at lower wages will 
injure their whole guild. 

The m-arkets for the products of in
dustry today are Nation-wide. The 
standards of wages set by employers in 
one section of the country have great 
bearing upon the prices which those em
ployers can charge fOT their goods. If 
those wages be substantially lower than 
the wages paid by competing -employers 
in other sections of the country, these 
employers wm not long be able to keep 
their wages high and continue to com
pete in the same markets. The organized 
workers would thus be required to con
form to the standard~ of the lowest paid, 
unorganized workers, and this bill would 
prohibit them from seeking redress. 
Conduct which the Supreme Court, as 
wen as the Congress, thought was law
ful 50 years ago by this bill would be 
made unlawful. ls this a fair and equi
table rule of conduct? Which individual 

·workers are benefited by it? Does any
one believe that the public interest is 
served by a eonstantly descending spiral 
in the wages and living standard of 
workers which this bill would set in 
motion? Does anyone seriously contend 
that the advantag-es of competition as 
an economic policy lie in trading upon 
the weakness of wage earners who must 
work in order to eat and pay rent and 
doctor bills for themselves and their 
wives and children? lf not, this bill 
must be defeated. 

But even where this biU does not, by 
its very terms, deprive workers of the 
decent protection accorded them under 
the National Labor Relations Act it: the 
exercise of rights which they must pos
sess in order to protect the living stand
ards of themselves and their families; 
even where it does not, by its very terms, 
sanction the use by employers of physi
cal and economic weapons of coercion 
to defeat the natural desire of workers 
to compete on an equal footing with em-

ployers; the bill opens wide the door for 
employers to intimidate their employees 
and make them forego the very limited 
and almost futile right to bargain ool
lectively which is reserved to them un
der this bilL 

In section 8 (d) (1) the bill provides 
that it shall not be an unfair labor prac
tice in effect for an employer to tell em
ployees that they should not join a 
union, provided only such a statement 
does not by its own terms threaten force 
or economic reprisal. Under this sec
tion of the bill it would now be lawful, 
for example, for an employer to .offer .a 
bribe to employees to induce them to 
refrain from joining a union or to resign 
theii . union membership. It would be 
lawful for an employer, who has dis
charged the leaders of a union because 
of his hostility to it, to tell employees 
to resign from the union, just as long 
as he lets the discharges stand as an 
object lesson to the others and does not, 
in express terms, threaten them with 
the same fate. 

This bill ignores completely the un
doubted fact which the Federal circuit 
courts of appeals and the Supreme Court 
of the United States have repeatedly 
recognized that employees who are de
pendent for their bread and butter on 
the job which it is withi.Ii their employ
er's power to give or withhold are sensi
tive and responsible even to subtle sug
gestions of the employer•s desires, and 
that employers need do no more than 
hint to assure that employees will obey 
them. Is a rule of conduct which is based 

• upon disregard of this elementary fact 
fair and equitable? Does it protect the 
rights of individual workers? 

Moreover, by section 8 <d) ('3) of this 
bilL employers are once again to be au
thorized by law to create company unions. 
in the guise of employee representation 
committees, to thwart real self-organi
zation by workers in their own interest. 
When . the Congress which passed the 
National Labor Relations Act studied 
this problem, it concluded that 4 'the ac
tive entry of some employers into a vig
orous competitive race for the organi
zation of workers is not conducive to 
peace in industry." Have we beard any 
evidence which would warrant a con
trary conclusion today? 

The House committee that considered 
the National Labor Relations Act 
thought it clear that "'it is of the essence 
that the right of emp'l.oyees to self -organ
ization and to join or assist labor or
ganizations should not be reduced to a 
mockery by the imposition of emp'l.oyer
controUed organizations, .· particularly 
where such organizations are limited to 
the employees of a particular em
ployer, and have no potential economic 
strength.'' This bill is predicated on the 
opposite premise. .Is the permission 
granted to employers to saddle employee 
representation plans upon employees in 
lieu of .labo.r organizations of their own 
choosing a fair and equitable standard 
of conduct? Does the destruction of the· 
right to self--organization wnieh this bill 
accomplishes protect the rights of in
dividual workers? 

This bill in section 12 <c> abolishes the 
right of employees to strike in protest 
against unfatr labor practices committed 

by their employer. It would permit -an 
employer to discriminate against union 
members by ~utting their wages, assign
ing them to unaccustomed and ill-suited 
tasks and even bluntly to discharge their 
leaders, and yet preclude the employees 
from striking in protest against such dis
criminatory treatment. This is done on 
the specious theory that "an adminis
trative remedy is available" to the em
ployees. But the .remedy available even 
under the National Labor Relations Act 
against employer discrimination of this 
character often takes many, many 
months, and sometimes years, to obtain. 
This is so even when the National Labor 
Relations Board .is not hamstrung, as the 
Board created by this bill would be, by 
having its investigative and enforcement 
facilities divorced from it, and being de
prived of the aid of attorneys in analyz
ing the .record of hearings before its ex
aminers and thus expediting decisions. 
Under the proposed bill the administra
tive l'emecfY woUld be a delusion rather 
than a reality. 

What the bill ·would accomplish is 
readily apparent by one example. Sup
pose an employer desired to evade his 
obligation to bargain with the represent
atives of .the union freely chosen by his 
employees. He could, by committing un
fair labor practices, and discriminating 
against union members in a hundred 
ways. so good and irritate them that they 
wollld be compelled to strike to save their 
self-respect. Make no mistake, Ameri
can wa.rkmen are neither serfs nor clods. 
If sufficiently irked they will strike re
gardless of the prohibitions of this bill. 
In that event they lose their rjghts un
der the act and the employer may with 
impunity discharge their leaders and so 
intimidate the remaining employees that 
they will forego representation by the 
union. Is this fair and equitable? Is 
this likely to promote industrial peace 
or industrial strife? 

This bill is 66 pages long. In the time 
available it is impossible to discuss each 
of the provisions of the bill and to test 
them against the standards which are 
avowed in its title, and against the stand
ards of sound public policy which Con
gress embodied in the National Labor 
Relations Act, to protect against depri
vation by employers the exercise by 
workers .of what Chief Justice Hughes 
termed their "fundamental right" to or
ganize and bargain collectively. From 
what has already been said, howevel', it 
is apparent that the fundamental prem
ises underlYing this bill are the self
organization and collective bargaining 
by workers is inimical to the public in
terest. that it is for Congress oo limit, 
not to protect that practice, and that 
employers are to be authorized to utilize 
their economic power to punish em
ployees who dare to act together to se
cure redress of their grievances. 

These premises could not help but 
produce a bill such as tbis which de
prives workers of rights which have been 
theirs for 150 years, which turns back 
the clock on the economic and social 
progress achieved by the last generation, 
which seeks again to pit individual work
ers against giant corporations. These 
premises. because they ignore the facts 
of industrial liieJ cannot possibly lead 
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to fair and equitable rules of conduct 
to be observed by labor and management. 
They cannot afford meaningful protec
tion to individual workers, for that pro
tection basically must be found in the 
right to associate and act in concert 
with their fellows. They cannot lead to 
protection of the paramount public in
terest, for that interest lies not in de
pressing, but in raising, the standard of 
living of wage earners in the Nation. 
The premises upon which this bill is 
founded, and the principles which it em
bodies, serve none of these interests. 
They serve rather only the interests of 
those employers who seek to exercise 
dictatorial power over their employees, 
who seek to trade on the weaknesses of 
unorganized workers, who would profit 
temporarily by a decreasing standard of 
living for workers. But that way lies 
national calamity, not prosperity. For 
these short-sighted emrloyers would by 
this means deprive labor of purchasing 
power and would head the Nation, and 
themselves, straight for another depres
sion. 

If we would do more than pay lip 
service to the principles of liberty em
bedded in the Constitution, if we would 
truly seek to make those fair and equi
table democratic principles effective in 
the industrial world, we would support 
the National Labor Relations Act, not 
destroy it; we would provide ample funds 
for its effective administration, not de
plete its staff; we would reaffirm the 
right of employees to collective bargain
ing and demand that employers refrain 
from trampling on that right. On these 
premises a sound and fair and equitable 
structure of labor-management relations 
can be built; they can be bullt on no 
other. . 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr . . Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, section 304 of H. R. 3020 
deals with reskictions on political con
tributions. It amends section 313 of the 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925 to 
make it ·:nlawful for a corporation or 
labor organization not only to make a 
.. contribution" but also an "expenditure" 
in connection with any election at which 
Presidential or Vice Presidential electors 
or a Senator or a Representative in, or 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, 
Congress are to be voted for. Contribu
tions or expenditures made "in connec
tion with any primary election or polit
ical convention held to select candidates 
for any of the foregoing offices'' are like
wise made unlawful and punishable by 
a fine of not more than $5,000 or a fine 
or imprisonment of officers of the corpo
ration or labor organization who consent 
to any unlawful contribution or expendi
ture. The present suggested amend
ment would make permanent, in broad
ened form, the restrictions on political 
contributions by labor organizations im
posed by the War Labor Disputes Act of 
1943, soon to expire. 

There are a number of reasons why I 
am opposed to this provision of the bill: 

First. The prohibition against political . 
activities of unions has no relevancy in 
a bill purporting to adjust labor-man
agement relations and to minimize in-

dustrial strife. The task of investigat
ing contributions and expenditures in 
Federal electjon campaigns constitutes a 
complex and entirely separate field of 
legislative activity and has been so recog
nized by the Congress in the passage of 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925, 
and the Hatch Political Activities Act ap
proved Lugust 2, 1939. To inject issues 
concerning political activities into a bill 
of the kind now under consideration 
would harm not help the cause of sta
bilized labor-management relations. 

Second. If such prohibitions are to be 
imposed · upon the political activities of 
labor organizations, the same prohibi
tions should be imposed upon employer 
associations such as the National As
sociation of Manufacturers or the Cham
lrer of Commerce. Similarly, unincorpo
rated organizations should be included 
within the scope of such prohibitions. 
If the bill seeks to bring about equality 
of treatment to management and the as
sociations which represent it in dealing 
with labor and labor organizations, cer
tainly it would seem inconsistent with 
the purpose of the bill to restrict only the 
political activities of labor organizations. 

Third. The evil which the prohibition 
seeks to correct is in fact nonexistent. 
The widespread activity of the Political 
Action Committee of the CIO in the elec
tions of 1943 and 1944 was the signal 
for a furious campaign against it in the 
press and in Congress. Demands were 
made upon Congress for an investigation 
on the ground that the Corrupt Practices 
Act as amended by the Smith-Connally 
Act was being violated. In the midst of 
this furor the Senate Special Commit
tee to Investigate Presidential, Vice Pres
idential and Senatorial Campaign Ex
penditures in 1944 was convened for the 
purpose of hearing testimony by the 
chairman of the Political Action Com
mittee. A majority of the special com
mittee found no violation of the Cor
rupt Practices Act on the part of the 
Political Action Committee and the At
torney General discovered no violation of 
the Criminal Provisions Act after inves
tigations initiated at the request of sev
eral Members of Congress-Senate Re
port No. 101, page 23, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, first session. 

Fourth. Even if the evil which is at
tacked in the bill did exist, the method 
of prohibitions and sanctions is unsound 
and unworkable. The special commit
tee established by Senate Resolution 263, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, second session, 
after long and careful consideration of 
the subject and after hearing much tes
timony, came to the following conclusion: 

The committee as a result of its investiga
tions unanimously came to the conclusion 
that prohibitions and sanctions had failed 
to prevent pernicious political activity in 
Federal elections. They concluded that free 
and prompt publicity as to campaign con
tributions and expenses would be more likely 
to achieve the desired result. Therefore its 
recommendations as set forth above stress 
the reduction of prohibitions and the in
crease of publicity. (S. Rept. 101, p. 83, 79th 
Cong., 1st sess.) 

Fifth. Assuming, however, that the 
evil did exist and that a prohibition 
against contributions was a sound 
method of combatting the abuse, the ex-

tension of the prohibition beyond con
tributions to expenditures is an unwar
ranted limitation on the rights of free
dom of speech, press, and assembly. In 
considering a recommendation for an 
amendment to section 313 of the Corrupt 
Practices Act to prohibit not only con
tributions but also expenditures, a ma
jority of the Senate's special committee 
on campaign expenditures rejected the 
recommendation for the following rea
sons: 

The extension of the prohibition to in
clude expenditures would tend to limit the 
rights of freedom of speech, freedom of the 
press. and freedom of assembly as guaranteed 
by the Federal Constitution. The investiga
tions which the committee has made brought 
out the fact that many organizations claim
ing to be educational are claimed by others 
to be purely political. The line of demarka
tion is difficult if not impossible to draw 
since it depends to a considerable extent 
upon human motives. An expenditure made 
in- connection with an election may well be 
for the publication of pamphlets or news
paper articles or speeches justifying the point 
of view of the organization paying for it. 
An editorial in a newspaper states its posi
tion. The reproduction of that editorial in 
the form of a pamphlet or a speech based 
on that pamphlet may state the position of 
the organization paying for it. Free discus
sion of political questions should be encour
aged, not prohibited. (S. Rept. 101, p. 83.) 

Sixth. The effort to restrain labor or
ganizations from using their funds for 
the support of political parties in Eng
land proved to be unworkable. The 
effect of the decision of the House of 
Lords in Amalgamated Society ot Rail
way Servants v. Osborne 0910 A. C. 87) 
was to restrain a trade-union from using 
its funds for political activites. Such 
funds had been used to support the new 
Labor Party that had counted so heavily 
in the general election of 1906, but the 
Trade-Unions Act of 1913 corrected this 
limitation imposed upon trade-union 
activities, and funds coultl thereafter be 
devoted to the furtherance of political 
objectives if they had received authority 
for that purpose from the members of 
the union. Even the restrictive Trade 
Disputes and Trade-Unions Act of 1937 
following the overthrow of the Labor 
Government did not prohibit unions 
from using funds for political purposes. 
At. most it required an assent from each 
trade union member as a condition prece
dent to the legality of a levy upon him 
for funds for legal purposes. Passage 
of section 304 of the present bill would 
mean that we would have taken a more 
restrictive position against labor organ
izations in this respect that even the most 
restrictive piece of British legislation. 

Seventh. There is no justification for 
treating labor organizations on the same 
basis with corporations for this purpose. 
The $5,000 limitation by the Hatch Act 
upon individual contributions to political 
committees has been ineffective as against 
corporations because its officers, directors, 
and members of families having control
ling interests in these corporations can 
afford to make large contributions dis
tributed to a large number of State, local, 
and independent committees. Thus we 
find that 31 members of the du Pont 
family contributed $109,832.83 to various 
political organizations for political 
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purposes. Pive members of the Mc
Cormick family contributed $28,000; six 
Mellon family members c6ntrtbutoo $59.-
500 and nine Pew family members made 
a total contribution of $96,995.76. See 
appendix 8, Tabulation of Contributions 
by Prominent Family Groups, Senate 
Report No. 101, pages 140-'-1!51. Neither 
wage earners who have associated them
selves into a labor organization no:r mem
bers of their families are in a position to 
make such contributions for political 
purposes. The necessary interest of the 
wage earner in the vital questions of tax
ation, housing, rent, and price control, 
tun employment, minimum wages, health, 
education, the elimination of discrimina
tion in employment, and other legislative 
matters which affect him and his family 
and in fact the entire community can be 
expressed effectively only in combina
tion with his fellow wage earners acting 
through their unions. They alone have 
the resources and facilities to support 
measures and condidates which will act 
in labor's interest so often synonomous 
with the interests af the community as a 
whole. Restrictions upon politica.I activ
Ity by limiting political contributions. of 
bade-unions creates rather than elimi
nates a social evil. It should not be in
jected into the consideration of a bill to 
adjust labor-management relations. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. O'TOOLE]~ 

Mr. O'TOOLE. M.r. Chairman. a. few 
minutes ago it was highly amusing: to me 
to see the majority leader of this House 
endeavor to toss into the lap of the Dem
ocratic Party, John L. Lewis. The Amer
ican people have not forgotten,. even 
though the Republicans would like them 
to, that John L. Lewis in the last two 
national elections. supported the Repub
lican candidate. for President and the 
Republican platform. He was vecy much 
sought after by that party and was high 
in the party councils. He was also the 
principal radio drawing card. There a.re 
many members on the Republican side 
of the House today whom the great John 
L. supported. You have found out now 
that Mr. Lewis is not only an abrasive, 
but also very adhesive~ My Republican 
friends. he is your bride, to have and t.o 
hold until death does you part. 

Now as to the bill itself: It is our legal 
duty to engage in moderation.· Yet, 
there is no moderation in this bill be
cause it was wrttten sentence by sen
tence, paragraph by paragraph, and page 
by page by the National Association of 
Manufacturers. It is but a reprint of an 
of the propaganda and antilabor ideas 
with which that organization has flooded 
the Congress. The bill has one primary 
intent and that is to put the American 
working man back to the standard of 
sei'Vl1ity that existed in employment 50 
or 60 years ago. 

You talk of labor on the floor ·of this 
House as though labor was composed of 
villians, thieves, and cutthroats. Who is 
this labor that you talk about? Sixty
eight million American men and 
women-your neighbors, your friends, 
the people who live next door to you. the 
man who lives upstairs, the people who 
pay 80 percent of the taxes of the United 

states:, the people who supplied "l5 per
cent of the armed forces in time of war, 
the people who have built this. great 
country ·and who have contributed their 
time and money and their blood in every 
important moment of its existence, the 
people who today merely ask to be treated 
as Amertcans and seek a continuation of 
the guaranties: of the Constitution and 
of the Bill of Rights. 

The Republican side of the aisle has 
been saying for years that they are op
posed to communism and to class con
sciousness or class struggle. Mr. Chair
man, I wa::rn you toda3J: Pass this legis
lation and you will create a spirit of class 
consciousness the like of which this 
country bas never seen. You will create 
a definite cleavage between employa 
and employee that will make the labor · 
incidents of the last few years appear 
weak and puny. Further, you will drive 
hundreds of thousands. of decent Ameri
can workingmen into tbe Communist 
Party because they will feel that their 
.rights have been taken. a way from. them 
by their o.wn elected Re~resentatives. in 
Congress. They will feel that they have 
no place to turn to. and will embrac.e the 
false political philosophy of communism 
which wm give them a temporary ray of 
hope. I warn you gentlemen that the 
Communist Party is the only group 1n 
this country that is in a position to re
ceive the disgruntled worker. By pass-· 
ing this legislation you may possibly 
bring about a. national strike of every 
line of industry-in protest against your 
actions. Youi Iegfslation would be more 
successful than the Daily Worker or an 
of the ·communistic street-corner speak
ers in our land. You will bring about a 
condition of industrial chaos that. will 
take many years of difficult effort- to 
untangle Mr. Chairman, rememDe.r
moderatran. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield 
10 minutes. to the gentleman from Min-· 
nesota [Mr. MACKINNON]. 

UNION DlllllOCllACY VDSUS DICTATOBIAL CON'J'ROL 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, tbfs 
bill contains important proposals to 
bring that democracy to al1 unions that 
is now provided by the best unions. 
These provisions, 10 in number, have 
well been termed "the bill of rights"'; 
they protect both the union member and 
the public. 

BU.L OP IUGH'l'S 

ln substance, these guarantee: 
First. The right to free speech within 

their union and the right to conduct 
their organization in conformance with 
the free will of a. majority of the 
members. 

Second. Protection against unreason
able fees and dues. 

Third. Protection against being com
pelled to join in collateral financial 
schemes. 

Fourth.. Protection in their right to 
resign. 

Fifth. Political freedom. 
Sixth. A fair hearing on disciplinary 

action limited to reasonable grounds. 
SeventlL Protection to the unorgan

ized workers in their right to work when 
the union denies their membership on 
some ground not applicable to ather 
members. 

Eighth. A secret bsllot .. frequent erec
tion of ofticers, and reasonable notice of 
meetings on strikes and other important 
union matters. 

Ninth. Protectit:m from spying and in
tnnfdation in their personal and family 
affairs. 

Tenth. FuU disclosure to members of 
the financial affairs of both locals and 
internationals. 

NEED FOK LEGISLUJON 

At the inception of our deliberations 
it became apparent that the first prob
lem we had to decide was whether we 
were going to permit undemocratic prac
tices to continue in those labor unions 
that we gave specia.I privileges in the 
Wagner Act. In our committee hearings 
we noted that unions using the Wagner 
Act as their avenue to power had come 
to the point where they now literally 
control the very means of livelihood of 
millions of workers. It is unthinkable 
that organizations with such great power 
to control the economic welfare of mil
lions of their fellow men sfwuld con
tfmle to exist under protection of Fed
eral law without minimum guaranties 
being made to protect their members 
against the growing abuse of such power. 
Instances where they have abused this 
power are to numerous to mention. 
DEMOCRATS ADMIT NEED FOR LABOR LEGISLATJOH 

As is well stated in the minority I:eport 
at page 95-: 

No one ean deny that labor unions have 
engaged in some activities tbat an ao eleariJ 
unlustifiable that. thf.& Congress can and 
should legislate against them immediately. 

That was in the minorit~ report, not 
the majority report. I submit to this 
House that some of the .. activities that 
are oo clearly unius.ti:fiable" as to war
rant legislation are some of the undemo
cratic practices in the administration of 
unions that are within the common 
knowledge of all of us. 

J'liBL.U: mTERES'r' 

In fact, labor unions today stand at 
the very threshold of a man's rfght to a 
livelihood. As such they are clothed 
with a public interest and the right and 
duty of Congress to legislate with re
spect to them cannot be denied. They 
are more than social clubs. And those 
who oppose this bill. by telling you how 
important these unions are to millions 
of workers and to our ecnnomy. answer 
their own argument that Congress 
should not or cannot. legislate with re
spect to them since they prove the· tre
mendous public interest that is. involved. 

The minority report at page 76 claims 
that these features providing democratic 
guaranties in union affairs are without 
parallel when compared to any other 
form of voluntary association. If this 
statement were true, which it is not, I 
submit that the power of labor organiza
tions over their fellaw men is without 
parallel when compared to. any other 
form of voluntary association. And 
while moot men. join labor unions. volun
tarily, still tbere. are many to whom the 
act of association is. not voluntary and 
both grnups are entitled to prot.e.ction 
against; undemocratic practices... 
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The minority report also states that 

such regulatory measures are not an ap
propriate subject for Federal legislation 
and that we are attempting the impos
sible. But you and I know it is not im
possible. That it is possible and would 
interfere with present undemocratic 
practices is the reason these provisions 
are opposed. 
EMPLOYERS COULD NOT INTERFERE WITH UNIONS 

The minority report also claims that 
this would be the opening wedge for em
ployers to gain control of union affairs, 
but this argument falls of its own weight 
because of section 8 <a> (1) and <2> of 
the act which make it an unfair labor 
practice for an employer to interfere 
with the administration of any labor or
ganization. 

QUESTION INVOLVED 

The question in this bill is whether 
you are in favor of laws which place it 
in the power of a few men to strangle 
the national economy or whether you 
favor sanity in labor relations. 

Clearly this country ought not to be 
exposed to another wave of paralyzing 
stri!:es. No one wants to be unjust to 
labor, organized or unorganized, but no 
one ought to want to continue unre
stricted power in the union labor bosses 
after the demonstrations we have had, 
in the last few years, as to how they 
use it. 

LABOR OLIGARCHY 

Do we at the present time have a labor 
oligarchy of union bosses? Let us turn 
to the minority report for our answer. 

The minority report claims that these 
provisions providing for democracy in 
unions will place-
labor organizations under the constant threat 
of struggle for existence. 

See page 77 of the minority report. 
That is a very serious indictment 

that the minority makes of labor 
unions. That statement when care
fully examined means that it would be 
a threat to the very existence of labor 
unions if they were required to live under 
democratic principles. I am sure that 
these principles which will guarantee 
democratic rights to each individual 
member of a labor union will make labor 
unions grow strongly and on a soli~ 
foundation and will foster rather than 
threaten their growth. Out of these 
provisions will come, I am sure, new 
strength to unions solidly grounded in 
the free activity of their members free 
from outside dictation of any sort. Then 
again on page 87 of the mii.ority report, 
we find a bold statement supporting the 
continuation of union control by the top 
bosses. The statement reads: 

Many local comittees are untrained or 
dominated by elements much more radical 
than those in the international organiza
tions. 

In other words, the argument made 
by the minority report is that the pub
lic must be protected from the rank 
and file, and that the labor-union 
bosses are the ones to protect the Na
tion f11 0m the radicalism of the rank 
and file of their membership. I do not 
hold to that philosophy. I hold to the 
philosophy that the best protection this 
Nation can have is the guaranty of thor-

ough democratic processes to each indi
vidual member in all labor organizations. 
The rank-and-file member is the one to 
be protected and to have the argument 
made to this Congress that the country 
needs protection from the rank and. file 
of labor shows clearly who is opposing 
this bill and who the opposition is pro
tecting. I have full confidence that the 
rank-and-file members of American la
bor do have the intelligence, judgment, 
courage, and sense of civic responsibility 
to administer their own affairs in a 
sound, constructive, and American way. 

In the minds of those who oppose this 
bill, any bill would be a drastic bill which 
really curbs the power of the labor bosses 
by modifying their great advantages 
under existing legislation. · 

GROWING ! -ABOR ABUSES 

There are those of you who mention 
the threat of fascism. I hold no brief 
for either communism or fascism, but 
several facts are plain. Labor abuses 
have been growing under the protection 
of the Wagner Act-the sit-down strike, 
the racketeers with their murder, arson, 
extortion, and highjacking, the Petrillo 
taxes, the jurisdictional strikes, the sec
ondary boycott of farmers' produce, mass 
picketing, strikes in public utilities and 
hospitals, and FlOW a seemingly never
ending wave of national strikes against 
the national interest. Every day that 
Congress delays the enactment of cura
tive laws we have an increase in the 
severity of the abuses to be ·remedied. 
This means that every new bill is neces
sarily a more severe bill because the 
abuses have become more severe. 

I plead with those of you who oppose 
fascism, if you also oppose communism, 
to join with us who want reasonable la
bor legislation to now stop these abuses 
which both of us admit exist, and put a 
stop to both fascism and communism. 

We can do this by guaranteeing de
mocracy in unions and putting our faith 
in the American worker. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. HAND]. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, I am espe
cially concerned with sections 203-205 of 
the pending bill dealing with strikes im
periling the public health and safety. 
In my judgment the provisions con
tained in these sections are not adequate 
to deal with the menace of strikes in 
public utilities, including transportation, 
communication, and the production and 
distribution of food and fuel. At best, 
the bill provides for temporary restraint 
and delay, whereas it is -my fixed con
viction that in this type of strike there 
must be not merely regulation and delay, _ 
but a prohibition of them. 

The Nation-wide telephone strike, now 
in its second week, is merely the latest 
of a long series of events which establish 
to my mind the absolute necessity for 
prohibiting strikes of such character. It 
is not by the grace of the · leaders of 
this strike that even emergency calls 
are going through, but rather by the loy
alty and devotion to duty of a small 
number of supervisors and other persons 
who are maintaining at least the bare 
essential communications by working 
double shifts; while others have been 
called from their posts without the faint-

est regard for the needs of the public, 
and without regard for the sometimes 
fatal consequences of the lack of tele
phone service. 

In fairness to the strikers, it should he 
said that it is probable that the great 
majority are perfectly willing to work, 
and to continue the negotiation of such 
grievances as they have, but they are 
subjected to pressure of a strike-minded 
group of leaders who have gotten out 
of control of the rank and file of the 
workers who made them, and who pay 
them. 

As an illustration of this, let me call 
to your attention the Associated Press 
story appearing yesterday that telephone 
workers in stricken Woodward, Okla., 
were resigning from their union, rather 
than obey instructions not to return to 
their posts following the disastrous tor
nado there. 

With half the town in ruins, the union 
wired to the workers, as follows: 

Do not permit members to report to work. 
If they do so, pull them off the job. Respon
sibility for situation there rests with com
pany for rejecting union's proposal before 
strike and during strike. Company took 
position week ago could handle all emer
gencies. Let them handle them. By work
ing you cancel efforts of many pickets. This 
is not time to weaken. 

The operators replied: 
Girls refuse to stop. Will work as long as 

needed. Have you seen this place? Several 
members injured and homeless. Setvices not 
required at first-aid stations. Can help more 
by doing what we are trained for. Would be 
ashamed of a union which would put up 
pickets in a disaster like this. Criticism by 
the entire town would be shameful. 

I hold no brief for the management of 
the Bell Telephone System. The work
ers may have some just cause for com
plaint, although it is a generally ac
cepted fact that telephone employees 
earn normally good wages and enjoy 
working conditions and benefits far su
perior to the average worker. I am not 
immediately concerned with the merits 
of the present dispute and whether the 
weight of justice lies on the side of man
agement or union. There is a third in
terest which we must consider; an inter
est which, in these circumstances, be
comes paramount, and that is the in
terest of the public. The worker can ac
complish nothing by continuing to irri
tate and damage the people at large. 
Whatever the final results of this strike, 
the Bell Telephone Co. will survive it. 
If new and costly benefits are given the 
telephone employees, the cost will, of 
course, be paid not by the telephone com
pany but by every user of a telephone. 
There is room for doubt, however, if 
unions will survive many more strikes 
of a character which threaten grave in
jury to the public. 

Nothing can be gained by this termi
nation of essential service which could 
not be gained by negotiations _properly 
regulated with benefits made retroactive. 

In considering present labor difficul
ties we must remember that there is a 
vast difference between a strike which 
is limited in character and whose ef
fects are largely confined to the em
ployer and employee, and a strike which 
has a drastic effect on the health and 
safety of the people generally. The prob-
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lems are entirely different, and the 
method of dealing with them should 
likewise be ·entirely different. 

For example, a strike in a hat_ factory 
affects the man or company who owns 
the factory and his employees. The fac
tory may be banbupt, its employees may 
go hungry, This is a serious matter and 
obviously requires the best machinery we 
can create for its peaceful adjustment, 
but the public can get along without 
hats. Thus, while such a strike is of con
cern, it does not give rise to national 
emergency. I would regulate as best we 
can the relations involved, but I would 
not for a moment attempt w prohibit, or 
unduly restrict, the free rights of labor 
to strike in that hat factory. A strike in 
the telephone company, however, or in 
the coal mines, or oil fields supplying 
necessary fuel to tbe homes and facto
ries of America, or in railroads or electric 
light companies, or in general in any 
field which seriously affects the produc
tion and distribution of fuel or food or 
other elements Vital to the continuance 
of life itself, should not be talked about, 
or mildly regulated, but should be pro
hibited entirely. 

Our civilization is very complex. A 
century and a half ago the family was 
largely sufficient unto itself and could 
get along somehow no ma,tter what its 
neighbors were up to. Candles lighted 
houses and wood from the adjacent fields 
heated them, and food was home grown 
and home preserved and the essentials of 
life were at hand. Today we are wholly 
dependent for our warmth and shelter 
and our food and our lives on electric 
light and power companies, and coal and 
fuel oil and transportation. The inter
ruption of these can destroy us. 

It is absolute necessity, therefore, that 
drives me to the conclusion that we can
not tolerate strikes in such utilities and 
the alternative must be found. The al
ternative, in my judgment, is compul
sory arbitration in which workers, with 
their eyes open to exactly what they are 
facing, voluntarily give up the right to 
strike if they want to work in utilities at 
all, and obtain in lieu of that right cer
tain very definite benefits such as tenure 
of position, health, and sickness bene
fits, insurance benefits, and in general a 
security which they would perhaps not 
obtain in another type of employment. 

The recent strike in the coal mines, 
the clever and contemptuous so-called 
memorial period which John L. Lewis has 
just flagrantly engineered; a public util
ity strike which not so long ago complete
lY paralyzed the great city of Pittsburgh; 
the transportation strike in Philadelphia 

• and Washington; the tugboat strike in 
New York, and many other examples 
have hung as a constant threat over the 
health and lives of our citiZens. These 
things are persuasive beyond any mere 
theories that if we are to survive in our 
present complex civilization, we must 
control utility strikes of the character I 
have described. 

It was more than a year ago that I in
troduced the original resolution to study 
means to prevent strikes in public utili
ties and I am more than ever convinced 
of its necessity. 

The proper and equitable solution of 
lA.bl)f: difficulties generally, and the pro-

hibiting of strikes in public utilities can 
be accomplished without violating the 
fundamental rights of labor to organize, 
to form strong unions for the constant 
improvement of working conditions, and 
as a last resort to strike. These rights I 
shall always support. · But, like all other 
rights, they are subject to modification. 
and the modification that I propose is es
sential for the protection of the physical 
safety and even the lives of our people. 

This bill is deficient in its treatment of 
this very important" and special phase of 
the problem. We still have it before us, 
and I must keep insisting that we deal 
with it adequately. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
LoVE). 

Mr. LOVE. Mr. Chairman, the cur
rent problem of industrial relations is 
our most critical domestic issue. A solu
tion to this crisis must be immediately 
found if our country is to remain strong 
and if we (..Xpect to continue and improve 
the standard of living of our people. 

From -~he beginning of our Nation 
there have been many domestic disputes 
and misunderstandings between individ
uals and between organizations. Our 
Government has heretofore provided 
laws and courts to adjudicate these 
grievances. 

The Constitution of the United States 
is the supreme law of the land. Individ
uals and organizations must not be per
mitted to take the law into their own 
hands. We must have respect for law. 
It is for this reason that we have govern
ment. When those who disregard the 
laws of government and attempt to set
tle their own controversies by force or 

-by coercion government ceases to exist 
and anarchy and chaos result. 

Today we are faced with critical in
dustrial disputes between management 
and labor. Not only are man1gement 
and labor suffering as a result of these 
disputes, but the public is paying the 
penalty. 

Tbe critical state of industrial dis
putes must not continue. We, the legis
lators of our Government, must have the 
courage to enact just laws for industrial 
relations that will guarantee an equality 
of rights for management and labor and 
the public. The constitutional rights 
and the general welfare of all the people 
must be recognized and protected by 
these laws. 

It is true that the rights of labor must 
be safeguarded, but as our Government 
must check monopolies in business so 
must monopolies be checked in labor. 

It is also true that workers must have 
the right to strike, but the right to strike 
is not the right to cause the baby's milk 
to spoil or to imperil the health and 
&afety of the public. 

The legislation before us attempts to 
regulate industrial relations between la
bor and management and to provide for 
the general welfare of all the people. 

The present bill is not perfect. I do 
not agree with all its provisions, but, 
taken as a whole, I believe the bill is a 
substantial beginning to the solution of 
our critical problem of industrial strife. 
I shall vote for this legislation with the 

, 

. sincere hope that its' enactment will re
sult in industrial peace. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. PoWELL]. 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
has been called a bill of rights for labor. 
That is correct but only partially true. 
This is a bill of rights and lefts under the 
belt for labor, not only under the belt 
but in the back, in good old foreign 
fascist style. This bill without changing 
one word could just as easily have been 
introduced in the Reichstag in the days 
of Nazism at its worst. I do not mean 
by that, Mr. Chairman, that you are 
Adolf Hitler. There is absolutely no dif
ference between this and the labor union 
policy of Hitlerism in Germany, word for 
word. The tragic thing about it is that 
we, the representatives of the people, 
meaning the gentlemen on both sides of 
the aisle, did not write · this bill. Not 
only did we not write it but we did not 
even see it, and right now not one-half 
of the Members, both Republican and 
Democrat, of this Congress have read the 
bill. This bill was written on the fifth 
floor of the Old House Office Building, 
written by over a score of corporation 
lawyers, paid not by the Government of 
the United States, not by even small 
business, but paid by big business, 
monopoly business. 

You say that this bill is to protect the 
public. What do you mean by that? 
Who is the public? Is the public the 
15,000,000 organized workers of America 
with their families totalling 60,000,000 
people? Is the publ_ic small business? 
No! By this bill you define the public 
henceforth as the monopolies of America. 
The public interest for you is monopoly 
interest. 

It is inconceivable that we can turn 
back the pages of hi~tory in this progres
sive hour as far as this bill does. This 
bill scraps the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
which was signed by President Hoover, 
then President of the United states. 
This bill turns back the pages of history 
to the 1700's in England when it was a 
criminal conspiracy for workers to at
tempt to strike. You are not just con
servative or reactionary, you have a Dark 
Ages concept. 

One speaker raised the question of this 
being a Christian Nation and therefore 
this bill should go forward and be passed 
in the name of Christianity. I want to 
speak, therefore, on that basis: Chri~ian 
concepts. Prices are spiraling upward 
-today and wages are being maintained at 
the levels they were a year ago. 

The average worker in America makes 
today for his family less money than 
you spend on your automobile, less 
money than you spend on food as Con
gressmen. Under this bill even these 
meager wages are going to be driven 
further down because labor will not have 
the power to maintain present wage 
levels. Do you believe it is a Christian 
concept, therefore, to take away bread 
and butter from the mouths of people 
made in the image of God? Do you 
believe it is a Christian concept not to 
give them enough money to afford 
decent shelter for them and their chil
dren? Do you believe it is a Christian 
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concept to de!troy the American abund
ant life? 

If the words of the Master could be 
heard in this Chamber today, they would 
be, "When I was hungry, you fed me, 
and when I was naked, you clothed me, 
and inasmuch as you have done it unto 
one of these", the least unto the millions 
of workers of America, "you have done 
it unto me." It is a sacrilege to say 
that this bill is based upon Christian 
concepts. This bill is undemocratic and 
un-Christian. This bill is a direct re
turn to chattel slavery of the working 
people of America. I do not even think 
it is possible that this bill will ever be
come law, but if it does pass in the House 
and pass in the Senate and the veto of 
our President is overridden, do not think 
for a moment that the working people 
of America, who are the public, who are 
the majority, are going to take this kind 
of un-Americari fascism, un-Christian 
legislation lying down. They are not 
going to do it. They are going to meet 
you in 1948 at the polls and they are 
going to beat you wherever you rise 
and try to run for public office. 

The people are the public, they are the 
majority, and the NAM cannot save you 
in that hour of free elections. This is 
the time for you men and women not 
to vote as•rubber stamps. This legisla
tion is being thrust down your throats 
with a rubber stamp, and on it is printed, 
not "Republican," not ~ "USA," but 
"NAM." It is time for you to spit up 
the gag. Stand up like men and vote 
against this bill in order that the people 
of America may go forward, so that our 
Nation will not perish from the earth; 
so that it will be a Nation of the people, 
for the people, and by the people. 

The bill, H. R. 3020, which a majority 
of the Labor Committee railroaded to 
the ftoor without even the courtesy of 
consultation with the minority members 
of the committee, is the worst conceived 
piece of legislation ever to come before 
this House. Its 66 pages of text breathe 
only one spirit; Hatred for American 
workers. Its provisions, if conceivably 
they could ever become law or- be 
thought of as constitutional, would re
peal the thirteenth amendment against 
involuntary servitude and make of 
American working men and women chat
tels bound to ac~ept the unrestrained 
and capricious dictates of their em
ployers. 

It is profoundly discouraging to think 
that supposedly responsible representa
tives of the people should, even in 
their most irresponsible moments, have 
given countenance to proposals so alien 
to our entire tradition. This bill would 
set us upon the path which Germany 
and Italy have already traveled. In at
tempting to settle our industrial and 
labor problems by the use of force ap
plied by the Government rather than by 
the processes of collective bargaining, 
tolerance, and reason, it would have us 
adopt the methods of the labor front 
and the police state. Apparently, many 
have not yet learned the clear lesson of 
the last 25 years: That you cannot strike · 
down the free trade union movement 
without at the same time inevitably de
stroying free enterprise and the right of 
industry to manage its affairs. 

In countless ways this measure is de
signed to wreck collective bargaining, 
even where it is operating most success
fully. By this bill the obligation to bar
gain collectively is diluted to a mech
anistic formula contemplating five 
meetings within a month and nothing 
else. Even at those ftve meetings the 
parties are forbidden to discuss many 
matters of mutual interest. Unions are 
broken up into the smallest possible units 
so that employers, if they are willing to 
bargain at all, will ·bargain with so 
many different groups of their employees 
that they will have little time for the 
conduct of their business affairs. The 
company union is not only to become 
legal; it is to be affirmatively encouraged 
as a part of Federal policy, restoring the 
hypocrisy of the years from 1933 to 1937 
when employers, while actually dealing 
with themselves, pretended to be dealiRg 
with their employees. This bill would, 
with only insignificant exceptions, make 
all strikes illegal. Yet no one has yet de
vised a method by which collective bar
gaining can be effective if employees are 
deprived of their sole weapon against 
employer injustice or shortsightedness. 

The sponsors of this bill talk of equal
izing the responsibilities of management 
and labor. Their conception of equaliz
ing is to remove any possibility that em
ployers can be found guilty of unfair 
labor practices and to saddle labor with 
such restrictions as inevitably will cause 
the complete destruction of the labor 
movement. Do the sponsors of this bill 
seriously suppose American workers 
would take all of this lying down? Is 
it not clear that, if this bill became law, 
the majority would invite a wave of labor 
troubles which would make the strikes of 
the past year and a half look like 15-
minute rest periods? But with this im
portant difference---this time the strikes 
would be directed against this legislation 
and not .against private enwloyers. By 
in effect putting workers outside the pale 
of our democratic society, the majority 
would arouse class feelings of which our 
country has been happily free; free pre
cisely because all our citizens, whether 
employers or workers, have had the equal 
protection of the laws and the same 
rights within our society. There is a 
hollow mockery in the statement of the 
proponents of this measure that they are 
"merely correcting some New Deal mis
takes." With trivial exceptions they 
would repeal the Norris-LaGuardia Act, 
signed by that earnest New Dealer, Her
bert Hoover, thereby at a stroke reinvit
ing the Federal courts again to indulge 
those abuses which called forth that 
necessary-and bipartisan measure. With 
trivial exceptions the Clayton Act of 1914 
is repealed; the sponsors of this bill would 
deny the declaration of the Clayton Act 
that "the labor of a human being is not 
a commodity," and make of workingmen 
only an item in manufacturing costs. 
Any combination of workers to raise their 
wages would, under this pernicious bill, 
make them liable to treble damages under 
the Sherman Act. The older Members 
of the House will recall the outraged cries 
which greeted the Supreme Court's de
cisions in the Bedford Cut Stone and 
Duplex against· Deering cases, where the 
Court held that actions of workers to 

protect themselves against unfair goods 
were violations of the Sherman Anti
trust Act. This bill goes further than 
did those cases; under those cases the 
Supreme Court said that· the primary 
objective of the strike must violate the 
Sherman Act; under these bills it is 
enough if an object of the strike is to fix 
industry-wide wage rates. 

Under this measure if workers attempt 
to strike at a sweat-shop competitor 
whnse wage rates threaten their own, they 
are engaged in a criminal conspiracy. 
That was the law in England in the late 
1700's. For over a century the doctrine 
of criminal conspiracy has been dead in 
this country. Now the sponsors of this 
measure would revive that uoctrine. It is 
the rankest misrepresentation to say that 
this bill merely corrects abuses or 
strafghtens out the New Deal, it adopts 
out of a century and a half of history all 
the worst legislation, all the worst court 
decisions, and all the worst proposed leg
islation. Those decisions and those pro
posals have for decades been denounced 
by Republicans and Democrats alike. 
Even if the purpose of this bill-to give 
corporate management whatever it wants 
and to harass and destroy the labor 
move1.1ent-were frankly stated it would 
be a bad bill. For vast segments of in
dustry in this country have achieved 
stable collective bargaining relationships 
with their employees, which are assets 
quite as tangible as the plants and ma
chinery they own. This bill, by fragmen
tizing unions, by forbidding industry
wide relationships, by outlawing the 
closed shop, the check-off, and many 
other devices which have proved useful 
in obtaining industrial stability, would 
produce such chaos and would be so pro
vocative of strikes that no employer, 
however benevolent and well-intentioned, 
could longer peacefully settle his labor 
problems. This bill is et gold brick thrown 
at the heads of employers, unions, work
ers, and the public. 

This measure is proposed at a time 
when, despite all the agitation about un
fair New Deal legislation American in
dustry is operating at proftt levels with
out precedent in the history of our coun
try. If the proof of the pudding is in 
the eating, each member of this House 
should support the measures so ably 
sponsored by President Roosevelt which 
have succeeded in increasing the pur
chasing power of American workers, 
commensurate with our increased pro
ductive capacities. Everyone recognizes 
that our present problem lies in prices 
which are too high and profits which are 
too swollen. Instead of dealing with that 
problem, however, the sponsors of this 
measure say now let us give labor a good 
kick in the teeth so that prices may stay 
up, wages decline, and profits rise still 
further. This is Alice-in-Wonderland 
economics. 

Those who support this measure shout 
a single refrain: "What about big 
strikes?" There is an answer to big 
strikes; indeed, there are two answers. 
One is the Russian answer of destroying 
all businesses and making labor an im
plement of the state. It has the mer1t 
that it works, but only through a police 
state and the denial of industrial and 
political liberty. The other is the Nazi 
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and Fascist answer of destroying trade 
unions and forbidding strikes. For 
awhile that worked, too, until it threw 
the world into a convulsion from which 
it will not soon recover. And that, too, 
depended upon a police state and the 
denial of political, religious, and civil 
liberty. Free enterprise and free labor 
are luxuries; luxuries which I believe 
our country powerful and wealthy 
enough to afford. But luxuries have 
their price; to enjoy them we must be 
prepared to pay something in the way 
of occasional and temporary inconven
iences in the form of str ikes. Despite 
the difficult postwar transition period, 
with the epidemic of strikes through 
which we have come, no one has been 
permanently injured. Profits are at all
time highs; finished goods are being pro
duced at a rate hitherto undreamed of; 
unemployment is low; we are the most 
favored Nation in the world. Now this 
bill proposes, because of the slight incon
veniences which many of us suffered 
during some of those strikes, to reverse 
our political history; to substitute for a 
free and voluntary labor, conscious of its 
rights and able to protect them, the ap
proach of the slave master and the slave 
state. · 

This is one cake which you cannot 
both have and eat. Either we must live 
With the concept that we are equal citi
zens in a democracy, working together 
for a national purpose, or, turning our 
backs, stand committed to the proposi
tion that employers are to be the uncon
trolled leaders of our enterprises and 
that workers shall not dare assert their 
rights. We have only these choices, and 
the choice is crucial; either to follow the 
road of voluntary accommodation 
through collective bargaining in good 
faith, or the eventual substitution of the 
police state and the withering away of 
civil and political liberty. 

Confronted with a national emergency, 
labor undertook during the war to give 
a no-strike pledge. That pledge was, with 
only the most trivial exceptions, lived 
up to. Free labor, proud of its rights and 
status, produced during the war a flood 
of military supplies which was the won
der of our military chiefs and resulted in 
the destruction of the slave-labor systems 
of two continents. Labor's loyalty to our 
institutions in time of national need was 
not accident or happenstance but re
flected the sense of participation in our 
life which generations of free institutions 
have given our people. No better sys
tem of labor 1elations has been devised 
anywhere in the civilized world. Do not 
be misled by the statements of the pro
ponents of this meast:re who would have 
you believe that under this legislation 
labor could continue free; I only ask that 
each Member of the House read the bill 
and the minority report which we have 
prepared before making his judgment 
concerning its incredible implications. 

I have not time to analyze page by 
page and section by section this legisla
tive absurdity. It is an exaggeration to 
say that the sponsors of this measure, 
in a spirit of vindictiveness best illus
trated by the procedure which they have 
adopted to conceal its provisions from 
disinterested scrutiny, have proposed 
that we gjve up the American way of 

life. Tbere has not been time for the 
country to become aware of what is now 
proposed, and this too is deliberate, de· 
signed to prevent consideration of the 
measure by the American people. Once 
its implications are known there will be, 
I am confident, a roar of protest from 
Americans in all walks of life who are 
not likely to allow cherished institutions 
to be thus violated. I repeat: Read the 
bill, read the minority report, and join 
those of us who would retain American 
freedom rather than barter that free
dom away for an alien autocracy. 

ANALYSIS OF HARTLEY BILL 

For those who have been saying <lit 
cannot happen here." and for those who 
have been fooling themselves with the 
idea that the Members of Congress would 
never dare to go as far as their speeches 
on labur would indicate, the answer is 
now available in black and white. Con
gressman HARTLEY, chairman of the 
House Committee on Labor and Educa
tion, has put his suggestions down in 
black and white. Anyone who has any 
doubts as to what this man has in store 
for _the working people of America, or 
who has any doubts that he really means 
business, should take some time otf . to 
do nothing more than read this bill. 

The Hartley bill is 66 pages long. It 
would not be an adequate description of 
this bill to say that it destroys the rights 
and protections given labor under all of 
the legislation of the past 50 years. This 
bill does at least that; but it also does 
much more. This bill deliberately and 
carefully takes the very laws intended 
for protection of working men and 
women and turns those laws around and 

L aims them at destroying unions. It does 
not merely turn the clock back 50 or 60 
years by removing protections against 
antilabor injunctions or by removing 
protections against unfair labor practices 
of employers; it deliberately creates new 
kinds of restrictions, new kinds of in
junctions that did not even exist 50 years 
ago. 

It deliberately says not only that em
ployers are to be free to attack unions 
in all of the ways that employers at
tacked unions 50 years ago; it goes fur
ther and sets up Government agencies 
with power to put the Government 
squarely in support of the employer and 
makes the Government a means of regi
menting, crippling, and hog-tying the 
entire labor movement. 

In very blunt terms it is quite fair and 
accurate to say that this law has been 
carefully designed to permit crippling if 
not total destruction of the labor move
ment and, at the same time, to guarantee 
that if the labor movement survives at 
all it is to survive solely as a labor front; 
controlled, operated, and regulated by 
Government in the interest of employers. 

It is not possible in a short space even 
to outline the details of all of the 66 
pages contained in the bill. It may give 
a sligh ~> indication of what the Hartley 
bill is like to point out that for all prac
tical purposes it eliminates 2 of the 5 em
ployer unfair labor practices now in the 
law and creates 13 unfair labor practices 
for unions and employees, in addition to 

· a 2-page list of certain additional un
lawful concerted activities which are 

subjected to court injunctions apart 
from general provisions for antistrike 
injunctions in so-called public utilities 
and general provisions subjecting unions 
to Antitrust Act prosecutions, to harass
ing lawsuits, to requirements of filing 
and reports, and restrictions on poli
tical activities. 

So that there may be no doubt, how
ever, a.s to the accuracy of the general 
description given above, we will set forth 
briefly a few of the major items contained 
in this bill. 

I. DESTRUCTION OF NATIONAL UNIONS 

No union may represent the employees 
of more than one employer. National 
unions which thus now deal with air of 
the major employers in their industry 
would be compelled to break themselves 
up. While this bill would permit the 
various separate unions, each represent· 
ing a separate employer, to be affiliated 
with a common national organization, 
the Hartley bill would even prohibit the 
local to have any national affiliation if 
the activities of the local were subject 
to any control or approval by the na
tional, and would prohibit any strike 
in which any two locals were cooperat
ing or consulting on common policy. 

n. DESTRUCTION OF INDUSTRIAL UNIONS 

As part of this same attempt to dis
rupt and break up the functioning of 
labor unions, this bill has a series of ad
ditional disruptive prov1s1ons. The 
Hartley bill requires that, whenever any
one asks for it, there must be a sepa
rate ballot "for any craft, department, 
plant, trade, calling, profession, or other 
distinguishable group." Thus, it aims 
at breaking up collective bargaining intQ 
as small and scattered groups and units 
as possible so that the union and the 
collective-bargaining process may be 
carved up into meaningless segments. 

UI. DESTRUCTION OF UNION SECURITY 

It outlaws the closed shop. It pre· 
tends to preserve the union shop and 
maintenance of memQership, but it ties 
these clauses up into so many knots and 
tangles that for all practical purposes 
any form of unioq security is marked 
for ~estruction. 

IV. PREVENTION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

The four corners of the world have 
been reached to discover ingenious ex
cus~s for preventing collective bargain
ing wherever possible. 

We have pointed out above how a 
series of provisions would break collec
tive bargaining up into separate unions 
for each employer and separate units for 
each craft, each plant, each group of 
professional employees, each department, 
and even each distinguishable group. 

We have pointed out above the series 
of walls and traps set up to prevent any 
collective bargaining, let alone agree
ment, on union security. 

It goes further in other directions to 
attempt to prevent or upset collective 
bargaining. Here are some examples 
from the Hartley bill: 

If a union does not receive a majority 
vote on the first ballot on representa
tion, even where several unions are in
volved, there is to be no run-otf. No 
union will be certified in such a case un
less within 60 days it can prove to the 
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Board that it represents over 50 percent 
of the workers-in which case it can 
have a run-off election. 

If a union loses an election, no fur
ther election can be held for a year; but 
if the union wins, then a group of dis
contented employees can come to the 
Board at any time to get an election to 
"decertify" the union. 

Even if a union wins all elections it 
may not be certified if any one of its 
national officers or any one of its local 
officers is a member of the Communist 
Party or can be said to have promoted 
or supported the policies, teachings, and 
doctrines of that party. 

. The subjects on which collective bar
gaining may take place are sharply lim
ited to five specified subjects which do 
not include welfare, insurance, union se
c~rity, and many other items. 

The employer is given a multitude of 
excuses for refusing to bargain at all 
even with the certified union since one 
of the penalties for the long list of so
called unlawful concerted activities is 
that there is a loss of rights under the 
National Labor Relations Act. 
V. DESTRUCTION OF RIGHT TO STRIKE AND PICKET 

This bill contains provisions outlawing 
strikes of all kinds except after an ex
tensive "cooling off" period. 

This bill sets aside the Norris-La
Guardia Act to permit the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States to secure a 
strike-breaking injunction against cer
tain national strikes. Under the Hartley 
bill it could last forever. While the 
strike is thus being broken by injunc
tion, this bill provides for ballots to be 
conducted by the National Labor Rela
tions Board, going over the head of the 
collective-bargaining representative, to 
ask the workers to accept the employer's 
offer; the Hartley bill even provides 
means for sett)n& aside the collective
bargaini~g representative completely in 
any settlement. 

The Hartley bill has collected into one 
documen~ a list of all the different kinds 
of strikes that anyone has ever suggested 
for prohibition. Among the "unlawftJ 
concerted activities" outlawed by the 
Hartley bill are the sympathy strike, 
jurisdictional strike, monopolistic strike, 
boycott, any strike to enforce feather
bedding. The Hartley bill would make 
a strike for recognition unlawful if the 
employer is not required under the law 
to recognize the union; in the same sec
tion the Hartley bill would make a strike 
for recognition unlawful if the employer 
is requ;red under the law to recognize 
the union. The Hartley bill would even 
make it unlawful for a union to strike 
to prevent an employer from engaging 
in an unfair labor practice. 

The Hartley bill has a long series of 
definitions of the various strikes listed 
above. By virtue of these various defini
tions it is illegal to strike against scab 
goods; it is illegal to strike if there has 
been cooperation and agreement with an
other local union represe11ting employees 
of competing employers; it is illegal to 
strike for larger safety crews or against 
speed-up; it is illegal to strike for any 
item-such as welfare funds, insurance, 
union security, and so forth-which is 
not specifically part of what Mr. Hartley 

says is a legitimate subject of collective 
bargaining. The Hartley bill would also 
make it a subject for Federal injunction 
if in the court's opinion picketing is not 
conducted ''in a manner reasonably re
quired to give notice" of the labor dis
pute, or if there is picketing of any home, 
or if the court declares that there has 
been physical obstruction of the free ac
cess to an employer's premises. In all of 
these instances injunctions are to be per
mitted without hearing or notice and 
without any limitation by the Norris
LaGuardia Act. 

In addition, this bill creates a new un
fair labor practice consisting of a union's 
refusal to bargain. If this contemplates 
merely requiring a union to negotiate in 
good faith with an employer it would ob
viously not be needed since that is the 
very purpose of a union's existence. 
What it does involve is the placing of the· 
power in the hands of the Board to issue 
a cease and desist order against a strike 
on the basis of the Board's determina
tion that it did not feel that the union 
had yielded sufficiently in negotiations. 
VI. THE GOVERNMENT TAKES OVER THE LABOR 

MOVEMENT 

The Hartley bill contains a series of 
attempted regulations of the · detailed 
operation of unions themselves. The 
Hartley bill places virtually no limit on 
this process and puts the Government in 
the business of directing and running 
labor unions. 

The Hartley bill, for example, has a 
blanket provision stating that the affairs 
of the organiz3.tion must be conducted 
in a manner that is fair. The bill then 
proceeds to make it an unfair labor prac
tice for a union to fail to comply with 
this requirement. Thus any complaint 
as to the fairness of a union's operation 
can become the subject of investigation 
and order by the Board. 

It should be remembered that this is 
just a catch-all provision picking up any
thing and everything that may have been 
omitted in a series of nine other unfair 
labor practices directed to the internal 
operation of unions. Among the other 
things on which the Board is given 
specific power to regulate the operation 
of the union are the following: 

First. The Board can determine what 
are reasonable dues, fees, and so forth. 

Second. Unions may not set up insur
ance or benefit plans in which all mem
bers must participate. 

Third. Unions may not discipline any 
disrupter who attacks or undermines the 
organization and not expel or suspend 
any member for any reason other than 
those dictated by the proposed bill. 

Fourth. Unions may not enforce a 
union security contract with respect to 
any member expelled for any reason 
other than nonpayment of dues. 

Fifth. A number of other restrictions 
and internal regulations on balloting, 
term of office, strike decisions, financial 
records and reports. 

VII. STRIKEBREAKING BY INJUNCTION REVIVED 
AND STRENGTHENED 

In several different sections this bill 
carves and slices the Norris-LaGuardia 
Anti-Injunction Act until nothing is left. 
This means that where the anti-injunc
tion aw does not apply injunctions may 

be issued even against peaceful strikes 
and picketing and without an~' notice or 
open court testimony. 

This bill permits such injunctions at 
the request of employers against picket
ing and strikes of certain types as indi
cated above. 

This bill permits such injunctions in 
other cases at the request of the At
torney General. The Hartley bill per
mits the Attorney General to secure such 
ari injunction whenever the President 
finds a threat to "interstate or foreign 
commerce in transportation, public 
utility, or communication services es
sential to the public health, safety, or 
interest." • 

Under the Hartley bill the National 
Labor Relations Board is to take such a 
ballot at the end of 30 days and at the 
same time, completely disregarding the 
collective-bargaining representative, the 
employees are to vote as to who shall 
accept the employer's terms for them. 

If the employees reject the employer's 
offer, the injunction continues but the 
Chief Justice of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
and two others will spend the next month 
or two examining the case and rendering 
an opinion. 

The employer is free to accept or reject 
this opinion. As to the union, however, 
if it rejects then once more the NLRB 
is to take a vote of the employees both 
as to acceptance and as to who is to 
represent them. Whether the opinion is 
accepted or rejected the injunction is to 
continue until the Attorney General 
moves to discharge it. 

The minimum time for all of this is 
3 months and it will be remembered that 
under other sections of the bills the 
threat of strikes must have been preceded 
by a cooling-off period lasting under the 
Hartley bill as long as the agency en
forcing the act wishes. 

VIII. OTHER PROVISIONS 

We have given above a few of the ma
jor highlights. These aspects of the bill 
reflect such complete irresponsibility. 
such complete willingness to tear the 
laws into pieces and to wreck collective 
bargaining and the labor movement that 
it seems pointless to go into the many 
other aspects of the bill. 

The following list of a few of the other 
items in this bill may give an idea of the 
willingness of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HARTLEY] to omit nothing: 

THE HARTLEY BILL 

First. Expressly permits employer to 
establish and maintain company union. 

Second. Abolishes NLRB and ·sets up 
new Administrator and Labor-Manage
ment Relations Board. 

Third. Excludes supervisors, including 
straw bosses, pushers, gang leaders, cler
ical, and others, from collective-bargain
ing rights. 

Fourth. Denies strikers rights under 
act if they receive unemployment com
pensation. 

Flfth. Sets a 6 months' statute of lim
itations on the filing of charges and a 6 
months' statute of limitations on the is
suance of a complaint. 

Sixth. Replaces the Conciliation Serv
ice by a new Office of Conciliation. 
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Seventh. Subjects union treasurers to 

harassment through lawsuits throughout 
the country and makes union responsible 
even for unauthorized acts of individuals. 

Eighth. Subjects union to prosecution 
under the Sherman Antitrust Act even 
for legitimate union activity. 

Ninth. Outlaws any expenditure by a 
union even for education and public dis
cussion of political matters. 

It should be remembered that this list 
for each of these bills is in addition to 
all of the aspects of the bills mentioned 
in the earlier sections of this memo
randum. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mt. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been asked to discuss the subject of the 
change in membership of the National 
Labor Relations Board, but before I get 
into that subject I should like to reply 
briefly to the gentleman from New York, 
who attended 8 of the 55 sessions we had 
and then only for a short time, so that 
he did not have an opportunity to listen 
to the volume of evidence which we heard 
from all over the Nation concerning the 
things which were happening to .the gen
eral public. So in quoting from the Bible, 
he can go back to those words in the 
Bible that refer to those who labored in 
the vineyard a whole day and not for 
just a slight portion of the day. 

One interesting matter in the hearings 
before the committee was the remark of 
the chairman of the National Labor Re
lations Board that he would be pleased 
when the time came where he would no 
longer have a position because of the 
fact that the employers had recognized 
that they should bargain collectively. I 
think that was a mighty fine statement, 
and he seemed to say it sincerely, at least 
as sincerely as a man could who was try
ing to talk himself out of his position. 
However, in order to judge whether or 
not he would ever so lose his job, let us 
analyze the facts. 

When the National Labor Relations 
Act was passed in 1935 its purpose was 
to diminish the causes of labor disputes 
that affect interstate commerce. It also 
was passed for the purpose of equalizing 
the employee with the employer because 
he could not bargain with a corporate 
body or other such association when he 
had no association. Unfortunately, it 
had the effect that any unilateral act 
would have, because it gave power to the 
employee to pursue his remedy against 
the employer. Leaders gradually took 
that power from the employees and 
asked for additional power so that they 
could save the liberties of the employees, 
and what happened? They gradually 
took more power and more power, until 
they have been crushing the liberties 
they would save beneath their heels 
rather than saving them. 

I say this from experience. I have 
represented both employers and em
ployees. I have represented members of 
the A. F. of L., the CIO, and laboring 
men of other · nions many times. I had 
to fight to preserve the rights of em
ployees against their own union. I had 
to fight to keep them from being dis
charged. I not only had to fight, but I 
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beat them many times when they dis
charged men without hearings, hundreds 
at a time, and obtained reinstatement in 
their jobs and hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of back pay for them. So I know 
whereof I speak. 

Coming now to the question of what 
happened with respect to the act, in the 
6 years which preceded the passage of 
the act, according to the majority report, 
there were approximately 750 labor dis
putes a year, involving about 300,000 
employees. In the 6 years after the 
passage of the act there was an average 
of 2,500 disputes a year involving over 
a million workers. In the 6 years which 
followed that the strikes jumped to 3,500 
a year, involving over 1,500,000 workers. 

In 1945 it jumped to 38,000,000 man
days lost, and in 1946 to 119,000,000 man
days lost, not including the loss to all the 
other people who were not directly in
volved in the disputes. Therefore, we 
needed an amendment. In making the 
amendment, we did not want one which 
would repeal the act, as the gentleman 
from New York said yesterday who is on 
the same side of the aisle as I. If he 
were just going to repeal it, I do not know 
why he would have to have some lawyer 
sitting beside him, as he said, to help him 
just to draw an &ct to repeal it. We do 
not want to repeal it. We, the majority, 
want to give workers the act. We want 
to safeguard the rights of employees and 
of the general public. That is what has 
been done, especially in the bill of rights 
which has been given to the employees. 

One of the main features to which ob
jection originally was made was that the 
Wagner Act provided that the Board 
would be the investigatory body, the 
prosecuting body, the examining body, 
and finally, the judge and jury. Obvi
ously, that had to be changed, but it was 
not changed during all these years until 
we provided in this bill for the first time 
that thpse powers are divided. We have 
created an administrator, and this ad
ministrator is a separate body of the 
Government who will investigate the 
cases, and when charges of unfair labor 
practices are filed with him, if he finds 
they are just and fair charges, he will 
issue a complaint and file it before the 
Board and prosecute it before the Board 
to a final conclusion; then go before the 
United States Circuit Court of Appeals 
for an order .a.ffirming and enforcing the 
order of the Board and the issuance of 
a proper cease-and-desist order. The 
Board, on the other hand, would thereby 
be limited to being a judicial or quasi
judicial body to listen to the evidence and 
pass upon the evidence presented to it 
by the administrator. 

Here is another important change. 
Previously, the Board merely made its 
decisions as to whether or not it would 
dismiss the complaint or allow the com
plaint on the basis of the testimony. 
Now, it must decide it on the basis of the 
weight of the testimony; that is, upon 
the basis of the preponderance of the 
evidence, as is done in other cases. When 
a case goes to the upper court, that 
court, because it could not review the 
facts if there was any evidence, even 
slightly more than a scintilla of evidence, 

would have to affirm, can now, under the 
present bill, review it on the question of 
whether or not the decision and order 
of the Board is against the manifest 
weight of the evidence, or whether or not 
the evidence is substantial. That is a 
very material change in the matter of 
procedure. 

It also changes the procedure as to the 
introduction of evidence before the 
Board. It must now be conducted ac
cording to the rules of evidence ap
plicable in the district courts of the 
United States under the rules adopted 
by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and the Board cannot exclude the 
rules of evidence as was heretofore done. 

You can see in these major changes 
how we have attempted to help. It is 
not going to cost one penny more. In 
fact, it is going to cost less, because 
previously the court had to provide for 
every one of these things now being done 
through an administrator, and the Board 
is a separate body that functions as a 
court. That is the reason we need a new 
board, because when you have a uni
lateral board that is only thinking of 
helping the employee against the em
ployer, they cannot think along the same 
lines as a board which is now required 
to act bilaterally in passing upon com
plaints of both management and labor. 
That is the reason for the creation of an 
entirely new board. 

I think, on the whole, those changes 
alone would have made the act neces
sary without th:. bill of rights which has 
been given to the employees. 

I submit to you that this b1ll should 
be passed in its present fcfrm. 
· Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I am aware of the 

gentleman's interest in labor and the 
fact that he, as a lawyer, has frequently 
represented labor and labor unions. I 
would like to ask the gentleman whether 
he can assure the membership of this 
House, after the great study he has given 
to this bill, that the rights of the work
ingmen are protected by this bill and, 
in fact, ·will be enhanced by the passage 
of this bill. 

Mr. OWENS. I do not believe there is 
any question about the fact that the 
rights of the workingmen will be en
hanced. I do not mean that every pro
vision in the bill is just as it should be. 
If there are any amendments, they 
should be considered. I certainly would 
suggest some, and I suggest some changes 
should be made in conference, but on 
the whole, the bill is splendid. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield to"the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION. I would like to have 
the gentleman clear up in a few words 
the matter of requiring the employer to 
agree for the organization of a union in a 
union shop. 

Mr. OWENS. I will be glad to do 
that. Previously, in the matter of the 
closed shop, the union was supposed to 
furnish the employees. The bad feature 
of that was that during the war the 
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unions would not attempt to furnish the 
men. In a union shop, under the · bill, 
an employer has a right to employ his 
own employees, but within 30 days there
after, if he is required, through the reg
ular procedure--

Mr. ROBSION. Can it be justified? 
Must it be upon agreement with the em
ployer? 

Mr. OWENS. There may be an argu
ment as to whether it can be justified, 
but when the employer has agreed he 
would like to have a union shop, and 
more than half of the men say they would 
like to have a union shop, I believe the 
others can give way to the wishes of the 
employer and the other employees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. OwENs] has 
again expired. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may require to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPEL 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
wholeheartedly in favor of the pending 
legislation. It is, in my opinion, long 
overdue. I do not say that this is a per
fect bill. I reserve the right to support 
constructive and clarifying amendments. 
I am sorry that we have conditions in 
this country which make it necessary to 
enact legislation which goes as far as 
does this bill. Under the circumstances, 
however, I do not see that we can do less 
and effectively meet the difficulties be
tween labor and industry which confront 
the country today. The history of or
ganized labor in this country during the 
past 15 years is a tragic record of bad 
leadership. There have been some 
sound constructive labor leaders, men of 
vision and statesmanship. In the main, 
however, labor leadership in recent years 
has gotten .into the hands of men who 
are nungry for power and who were thor
oughly unscrupulous as to the ways in 
which they secured and exercised that 
power. In some of our largest and most 
important unions the leadership has fal
len into the hands of outright Com
munists or those who are controlled by 
Communists. In the case of other 
unions, labor racketeers have taken con
trol. Under existing legislation as ad
ministered by New Deal agencies, it has 
been impossible for the splendid, honest, 
patriotic, American citizen who repre
sents 95 percent of our labor-union 
membership to exercise any control over 
labor- policies. They have had nothing 
to say concerning them. 

In many cases they have not dared to 
raise their voices for fear of reprisal and 
persecution. They have been the tools 
and pawns of a leadership more inter
ested in perpetuating its own power than 
1n the welfare of the workers of this 
country. • 

Now, as never before, we need unity 
and cooperation in this country. We 
are facing some of the greatest prob
lems which ever confronted any Nation. 
We can meet those problems success
fully only if we have the strength which 
comes from unity and cooperation. 
Yet during the past few years it has been 
demonstrated time and again that the 
chief activity of labor leadership in this 
country has been stirring up strife and 
dissension. These labor leaders have 

tried to make their followers believe that 
the interests of labor and capital were 
antagoutstic. The fact is that at least 
95 percent of the time the interests of 
labor and capital are identical· and what 
helps one, helps the other. It is only 
when there is cooperation between the 
two that we can realize the great op
portunities that lie before us as a Na
tion. 

One illustration of the sad lack of 
leadership in labor is that in all tne 
consideration and discussion which has 
gone on in Congress over the admitted 
need of revised labor legislation, there 
has not been the slightest cooperation on 
the part of labor leaders. Their sin
cere cooperation could have made this 
a much better bill than it is, and they 
could have rendered no greater service 
to the laboring people of this country 
than by cooperating in finding a remedy 
to the many abuses which exist. In
stead of cooperation, labor has chosen 
to take the position that nothing was 
wrong as far as labor was concerned; 
that all of the fault was with industry 
and the public. 

Thus it has become necessary that we 
enact this somewhat drastic legislation. 
It must be made drastic because that 
is the only kind of language that our 
present type of labor leaders seem to 
understand. It must be made drastic 
to protect the rank and file of the labor
ing people of this country against the 
excesses of their leaders. Because of 
the general recognition of this situa
tion on the part of the public and Con
gress, this legislation is going to pass the 
House by an overwhelming majority. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WmT
TINGTON]. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
defects and unfair and often destructive 
practices obtain under existing labor 
laws. 

The PaliSage of remedial labor legisla
tion to prevent industrial strikes, and 
above all to prevent strikes affecting 
the public, is long overdue. 

The opposition of organized labor, or 
at least of the spokesmen of organized 
labor, is short-sighted. They run true 
to form. They oppose any legislation. 

The statement of Mr. Van Bittner, as 
carried in the public press, in behalf of 
the CIO before the committee is rather 
typical of the opposition of selfish and 
designing labor leaders. His statement 
was an insult to the committee, the 
Congress, and to the country. It was ut
terly fallacious and without any founda
tion whatsoever. The substance of his 
position was that Congress was incapa
ble of legislation respecting labor. He 
took the absurd, ridiculous view that it 
was entirely in order for Congress to pass 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act, the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, and the National 
Labor Relation Act. It was entirely all 
right for Congress to pass legislation to · 
provide and protect collective bargain
ing. He asserted the contradictory posi
tion that while it was all right for Con
gress to pass legislation to promote or
ganized labor, it was all wrong for Con
gress to even consider passing remedial 

legislation. His view, while typical of 
designing labor leaders, is untenable and 
unthinkable. 

Nor have I any sympathy with the view 
of statesmen who would soft -pedal 
spokesmen for organized labor, who have 
always urged that no legislation should 
be considered because the public mind 
was aroused and insisted that calm de
liberations should obtain in the consid
eration of labor legislation. It takes an 
attack to declare war. What patriotic 
or thoughtful or sensible citizen would 
advocate delay in national defense be
cause patriotic citizens were aroused? 
For three long months dming the present 
sessions, and for at least eight previous 
years, Congress has given consideration 
to the evils in existing labor legislation. 
If ever there was deliberation, amount
ing to repeated delays, that bas char
acterized the consideration of any legis
lation, it has certainly been with respect 
to labor legislation. 

I commend the committee for report
ing the bill. Among others, I would like 
to see an amendment that would defi
nitely ban the union shop. I would like 
to strengthen the provisions preventing 
strikes against the public interest. 

I would welcome a perfecting amend
ment to the industry-wide bargaining 
provisions of the bill. · 

It is time for labor to clean house. 
It is time for the workers to be free and 
for freedom of speech among workers 
to obtain. It is time for the public safe
ty and public interest to be safeguarded. 

When organized labor was asking Con
gress for labor legislation, we didn't hear 
so much about involuntary servitude. 
There is confusion in much of the talk 
to the effect that legislation to curb 
strikes and to prevent racketeering is 
involuntary servitude. The contention 
is absurd. 

There are in society no absolute rights. 
The right to free speech does not license 
the right to libel. The right to bear arms 
does not license and approve killing and 
murder. The public right is always 
paramount to private right. The talk 
about involuntary servitude is not only 
confusing but utterly unsound. Taxa
tion, eminent domain, conscription, all 
put public rights above private rights. 
The right to quit work is not absolute. 
It is not synonomous with the right to 
conspire with others to paralyze or break 
down an essential public service. 

The right not to work is by no means 
synonomous with the agreement of union 
employees to cut off a city's lights and 
power, as was done at Pittsburgh some 
time ago. The right to q".lit work is not 
the right to conspire with others to shut 
oi( food supplies. It is not the right to 
halt transportation, as was done in the 
railroad strike in the spring of 1946. The 
right to quit work is not synonomous 
with the right to deprive a city of police 
protection as was attempted in Boston 
28 years ago. 

Freedom from involuntary servitude 
is precious. It must be protected. It 
must be safeguarded. Such protection 
and such safeguarding cannot be ac
corded by using the words as a cloak for 
abuse or as a cloak for the actu~l de
struction of freedom. I am sympathetic 

• 
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with organized labor. I believe in the 
general right to strike, but it is justice 
in requirin~ men not to strike when to 
strike would deprive thousands of others 
of the right to work. The public inter
est is paramount. I oppose discrimina.: 
tion, mass picketing, the closed shop, the 
union shop, and industry-wide bargain
ing. 

Legislation should be fair to employers 
and to employees, but above all, it 
should be fair to the public. I oppose 
any strike at any time against the great 
public interest. If the United States 
could win the greatest war in human 
history, the United States is able 
to provide for remedial legislation 
without paralyzing and crippling the 
public interest that would promote the 
welfare of employers and employees, and 
at the same time protect the public. 

Unfortunately both management and 
labor leaders are often selfish. They put 
their immediate interests first. Often 
the industrialist asserts that totalitari
anism will result unless Congress curbs 
labor and prevents strikes. William 
Green and Philip Murray cry out just 
as loudly that if Congress undertakes to 
regulate labor or curb its unfair prac
tices or amend existing legislation, com
munism will obtain. Management and 
labor are e~ch therefore capitalizing 
upon the current concern about totali
tarianism and communism in the effort 
to persuade public opinion. As I indi
cated, however, labor offers no remedy. 
The House proposes to do something 
about the matter. Labor insists upon 
collective bargaining but when collective 
bargaining breaks down or is perverted 
by force, the public suffers. Confusion, 
nonproduction, strife, and unemploy
ment, whether caused by management 
or by labor, is fertile ground for totali
tarianism and communism. 

I believe that there is a middle ground. 
Such ground has been found in solving 
the problems of taxation, of agriculture, 
of preparedness, and of national safety, 
and I believe that there is a middle 
ground that is embraced in the pending 
bill that will contribute to the solution 
of the problems between management 
and labor. 

We live in an atomic age. Free en
terprise must work. Assaults are being 
made upon the system. If the world· is 
to survive, war must be eliminated. If 
free enterprise is to survive in America, 
strikes must be eliminated. 

We did not prevent strikes during the 
war, nor have we prevented or con
trolled strikes since the war. 

There exists a lopsided set of restric
tions which permit unions to carry on 
activities that would be criminal if car
ried on by management. Under existing 
law, st rikes obtain although they violate 
contracts. Labor should be made ac
countable for the violation of its con
tracts. There must be no monopoly 
either by management or labor. Juris
dictional strikes should be prohibited. 
Secondary boycotts should be eliminated. 
Sympathy strikes should be abolished. 
The rights of the consumer must be safe
guarded. The public must be protected. 
The labor problem must be solved. The 
pending bill should be promptly enacted. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. GRANGER]. 
FINANCIAL REPORTS BY LABOR UNIONS NOT 

REQUIRED BY OTHER NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, the 
Republican majority has characterized 
this bill, H. R. 3020, as labor's bill of 
rights. The Republicans claim to have 
written the bill and assume full responsi
bility for its success or failure. Of course 
that is a reasonable position for them to 
take. 

There are undoubtedly bad practices 
of labor unions and individual members 
of unions that need correction, but in 
order to correct abuses it should not be 
necessary to burn down the whole house: 
It seems to me that is what this legisla
tion intends to do. Therefore, if this 
bill is made law, instead of it being 
labor's bill of rights labor will be 
handed a crown of thorns. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to confine my 
remarks to section 303 <a>. This sec
tion is just another example of the type 
of purposeless, meaningless, ill-advised 
legislation which the majority is at
tempting to push through this House. 
This legislation can result in nothing 
more than imposing upon the labor 
unions of this country and on the De
partment of Labor needlessly burden
some requirements serving no salutary 
purpose. 

This section of the bill would require 
every labor organization whose members 
are employed in industry affecting com
merce to file annual sworn reports with 
the Secretary ,of Labor, showing the 
name and address of the organization, its 
receipts and disbursements, the names of 
its principal o:fllcers, and the compensa
tion and allowance or reimbursement for 
expenses paid to each, the names and 
addresses of all employers with which it 
maintains collective-bargaining rela
tions, a copy of its constitution and by
laws and the conditions governing ad
ministration and expulsion from mem
bership and such other information re
garding its organization and activities as 
the Secretary of Labor may prescribe by 
regulation. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that there is 
nothing in this section of the bill which 
is basically noxious to labor unions, but 
at the same time it should not be the pur
pose of this Congress to enact vindictive 
legislation which serves no useful pur
pose to anyone. 

In the main, this section of the bill 
Tequires ·the labor unions to furnish in
formation to the Department of Labor 
which it already furnishes to its member
ship and to the Treasury Department. 
Available statistics show that of 25 in
ternational union organizations of the 
American Federation of Labor, 22 pro
vide for regular reports of finances 
either directly to the local unions or to 
the conventions, and three provide for 
regular publications of financial reports. 
Of the 35 CIO international unions, 31 
provide for regular financial audits by a 
certified public accountant, 30 ~mblish 
financial reports available to anyone, . 
and 5 provide for financial reports to 
local unions or its members. 

Now, let us see what, if anything, this 
section of the bill accomplishes. First, 
it would require the Department of 
Labor, whose budget has already been 
cut by this House by 44 percent, to estab
lish an organization to prescribe forms, 
to issue and promulgate regulations for 
carrying ,out the purposes of this section, 
and to compile data. It would require 
additional personnel to handle, and ad
ditional space to store, these documents. 
These additional responsibilities cannot 
be performed by the Department of 
Labor without additional funds. 

Aside from gathering dust in the vaults 
of the Department of Labor, the use to 
which these documents will be put is not 
clarified in the bill. Under the express 
provisions of the bill the Secretary of 
Labor is prohibited from making these 
reports public. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out to the Members of this House that 
under section 1117 of the Revenue Act 
of 1943 all tax-exempt organizations, 
including labor organizations, are re
quired to file financial returns with the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue. To 'a great 
extent the information which would be 
furnished in the reports required under 
this bill would be duplicatory of the in
formation contained in the returns filed 
with the Treasury Department under the 

· Revenue Act. 
So that here we have a provision in 

the bill which requires the preparation 
of reports by the labor organizations, the 
submission of these reports to the De
partment of Labor, the expenditure of 
substantial sums of Federal funds, so 
that these reports may be filed in the 
Federal Archives. 

Now, aside from the · requirement in 
this provision of the bill for the filing of 
financial statements by the Labor De
partment, this provision goes consider
ably further. It singles out from all the 
nonprofit organizations in this country, 
the labor organization, and it says, "You 
must file with the Department a state
ment of the policies or practices which 
you follow in admitting individuals to 
and expelling individuals from member
ship in your organization." Is this same 
requirement imposed on the National 
Association of Manufacturers, the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, the Amer
ican Association of Railroads, or any 
other employer · organization? Mr. 
Chairman, I submit that this imposition 
is foisted upon the labor organizations 
alone in this bill. 

This is a fundamental inequity, it is 
repugnant to all our basic democratic 
principles, it is government by regulation 
at its worst, it is anachronism which 
emerges out of the pages of darker days 
in our labor history, it is unjustifiable, it 
is purposeless, and I urge this House to 
repudiate it. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HAVENNER]. 

Mr. HAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to make a few comments on tbe ef
fect this atavistic antilabor bill would 
have in my district. The authors of this 
bill have failed completely to take any 
constructive action. They have delib
erately avoided any consideration of the 
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real problem in industrial relations, al
though the measure is entitled "The La
bor-Management Relations Act of 1947 ." 

The people in my city of San Francisco 
are by no means unfamiliar with the re
lationship between workers and their em
ployers, with which this bill assumes to 
deal. I may say that we have acquired 
some degree of maturity in this respect 
in the city by the Golden Gate. In these 
days we do not have very many labor
management crises, such as we once had. 
We do not pretend to have solved all of 
the fundamental problems, but men are 
bound to learn something through ex
perience. In San Francisco we have over 
200 labor unions, strong and militant. 
We have dozens of employer unions, 
equally strong and militant. They have 
met each other often-and argued out 
their differences. And now, it seems to 
me, they pretty much have each other's 
measure. As a result, we get some de
gree of intelligent appraisal from each 
side on any given problem of industrial 
relations. We have achieved, at least, 
what may be called industrial balance. 

I do not pretend to know exactly what 
will happen if this crazy-quilt measure is 
enacted, in the form recommended by 
the committee, but I am sure that this 
import balance will be destroyed. I make 
this statement as one who is not a neo
phyte in the field of labor-management · 
relations. I do not pretend to have dis
covered any legislative panacea for all of 
the irritating problems which occur in 
this field, but I am convinced that our 
intensive experience in San Francisco 
has shown that a practical industrial bal
ance can be achieved under our present 
laws, with far less drastic alterations 
than are contemplated in this bill. 

It cannot be said that any union is 
as powerful as our greatest corporations. 
Therefore, we cannot ho~ to achieve 
national industrial balance if we permit 
our great industries to operate on a Na
tion-wide basis, indeed on a world-wide 
basis, and at the same time decrease the 
size and scope of our labor unions. To 
restrict the geographical area of bar
gaining between the management and 
employees of a corporation which does 
business in every State in this Nation 
merely reduces the strength of the union, 
while it leaves the corporation with all 
of its great power and more. 

San Francisco is a seaport city, and 
the balance between the workers and the 
employers on the docks and the ships 
sets a pattern for the rest of the com
munity. The maritime workers there 
have won the closed shop and industry
wide collective bargaining through long 
years of industrial struggle. No one will 
deny that working conditions and stand
ards of living are infinitely better now 
than in the days when ship captains 
used to fire the whole crew in a port so 
that a "runner" could scout the water
front bars for .a new crew, collect a cut 
from each man, and share it with the 
skipper. The seaman had to buy his way 
into a job aboard ship before the closed 
shop was established. The memories of 
that graft and double dealing are strong 
today, kept so by mouth to mouth repe
tition of cruel stories dating back to the 
time when shanghaiing was an estab
lished institution. 

I do not believe that the shipowners 
of San Francisco want to return to those 
barbarous days of old. And I doubt 
whether the shipowners in any Ameri
can port wh~e they do not now have the 
closed shop and the hiring hall like the 
frequent bloody conflicts which are the 
result of the infamous hiring pay-off 
system. 

In San Francisco our water front is the 
core of our economic life. If you take 
away the hiring halls by abolishing the 
so-called closed shop you will disturb our 
entire population. If you take away in
dustry-wide bargaining you will put one 
group of men against another in the same 
kind of work, and incite bitter rivalry 
between companies engaged in the same 
kind of business. 

Is it the theory of the proponents of 
this measure that the only way to pro
mote private enterprise in America is to 
encourage cut-rate competition in wages? 
If so, they are negating the great mod
ern doctrine that labor is not a com
modity or an article of commerce, and 
are pointing their course backward to
ward the age of slavery. 

In San Francisco our building trades 
are stable, and have been since they won 
their independence in the days when la
bor was in demand after the great earth
quake and fire, 41 years ago this month. 
These unions have the closed shop. 
Many other unions there have the closed 
shop, and many employers in those sta
bilized industries have said that this is 
a satisfactory way to assign journeymen 
to their jobs. In industries were skills 
are not standardized the collective-bar
gaining agreements do not contain closed 
shop or hiring-hall provisions. 

The stability of the great metal trades 
industries in our shipyards and naval 
establishments, which are vitally neces
sary for. our national defense, would like
wise be upset by abolition of the closed 
shop and industry-wide collective bar
gaining. Our Government recognized 
the truth of these statements during the 
late war, and no one can dispute the fact 
the closed shop and collective bargain
ing in vast regions of the country were 
paramount factors in the success of our 
armed forces and the· unprecedented vol
ume of American production which de
termined the outcome of the war in every 
part of the world. 

All of this epochal system of equity in 
industrial relations, which has been cre
ated with such painstaking effort and 
patriotic thought in the crucial era pre
ceding and during the war, would be 
torn to pieces by this destructive legisla- ' 
tion, and the American people would be 
thrust back into the old barbaric strug
gles which many of us had hoped were 
but ugly memories of a never-to-be-re
peated past. 

I do not contend that we have national 
balance in industrial relations today. 
But we must discover the root causes of 
industrial disharmony, and not be de
ceived by superficial charges that labor 
has too much power or management too 
great control. 

One of- the root causes is that both 
management and labor have failed to 
consider the major adjustments that 
each has to make to conform to the al
terations demanded by industrial 

change. We have reached a stage in this 
country's industrial and economic life 
where a return to the past, as envisioned 
in this bill, is unthinkable. America 
must go forward if she is to fulfill her 
destiny as a world leader. 

The real problem is a human problem. 
It is not entirely one of science and engi
neering or of systems like the closed shop 
and industry-wide collective bargaining. 
The fundamental problem is in human 
relations. 

We are inclined to boast about our in
dustrial superiority. But how many of 
our industrial engineers can measure the 
human equation like they can the pro
ductivity equation? Most of them have 
failed to recognize that the human be
ing's relation to his fellow man is a fac
tor of major importance in the produc
tivity equation. 

Nowhere in this bill is there an effort 
to help management and labor work out a 
better cooperative spirit, which would be 
a service to all the people. There is no 
effort to set up, for example, a Nation
wide system of union-employer coopera
tive councils, which have proved so suc
cessful where they have been used, in 
which the worker could get the feel of 
contributing his thoughts to industry, as 
well as his brawn. There is no direction 
here to a Federal agency to explore the 
whole field of human relations in indus
try so that the Government of the people 
can do on a large scale what a few pri
vate individuals are trying to do with 
private funds. There is no indication 
in this bill that its framers want to bring 
labor and management together to study 
how industrial workers, isolated from a 
feeling of participation in industry, may 
gain that feeling of affiliation so essential 
to the community spirit in all of us. The 
family farmer or small businessman has 
the feeling of social usefulness, but the 
production line worker is isolated from 
the type of community living and pro
duction which was the basis of this great 
Nation's growth. 

Elton Mayo, of Harvard University, 
who is conducting a study of the prob
lems of human relations in industry, re
cently said: 

The group has an impulse to self-preser
vation as strong as, or stronger than, that ot 
the individual; and many strikes are actu 
ally- symptomatic of the attempt of a group 
to hold together, however the so-called 
causes a.re stated. Economics, psychology 
,Physiology, all ignore the fact that complex 
group association is the distinguishing char
acter of the human being. 

Men must .work together. They can
not work together if by law we separate 
the workers and allow other elements in 
the community to grow stronger. Men 
work effectively in teams. With team 
achievement, workers get more satisfac
tion than in individual achievement. 
And the employers get more profits. 
Therefore, a system by which industrial
ists would create teams of workers, 
through conference with the workers 
themselves, might bring about an adjust
ment in our highly mechanized society 
which would result in real achievement 
and industrial peace. 

This is the kind of labor-management 
action I would like to see provided here. 

· On the contrary, the pending bill is re-
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strictive, punitive, reactionary, and bit
terly antilabor. 

I would be even more deeply concerned 
about this measure, Mr. Chairman, if I 
believed there were any real likelihood 
that it would be enacted into law in its 
present form. But :t is obvious, from 
published reports emanating from the 
other body, that it cannot be passed by 
the Congress without radical changes, 
and I am hopeful that it will never ap
pear among the Nation's statutes. 

I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, that 
the leaders of the majority party in this 
House do not expect final approval of 
many of the provisions which they have 
incorporated in this bill. In my opinion, 
it is a deliberate legislative hoax, de
signed to enable the majority Members 
of this body to report .to the radical anti-

. labor interests which helped to elect 
them that they at least tried to carry out 
the repressive policies of those radical 
groups. Then, when the measure finally 
goes to the White House in its altered 
form, they will seek to propitiate the 
men and women of labor with the croco
dile plea: "Well, it was not so bad, after 
all." 

By its espousal of this retrogressive 
legislation the party of Abraham Lincoln 
has repudiated the basic principles of its 
founder. The present-day leaders of the 
Republican Party are apparently com
mitted to the doctrine that human labor 
shall be exploited for financial profit 
without the protections which true dis
ciples of Lincoln have gradually written 
into law since the great emancipator 
abolished slavery in this country. Such 
a doctrine cannot endure in modern 
America. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HARDY]. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, in the 
declaration of policy this act provides 
means for protecting the rights of em
ployers, employees, and their representa
tives in their relations to one another, 
and above all it recognizes . under law 
that neither party has any right in its 
relations with any other to engage in 
acts or practices which jeopardize the 
public health, safety. or interest. 

I think that no person who is a loyal 
citizeh has any quarrel with this decla
ration of policy. It has occurred to me 
that too often in the past much of our 
legislation with respect to both industry 
and labor has failed to take into account 
the paramount interest of the general 
public. 

In the light of recent and current in
dustrial strife, each of us has been forced 
to recognize the need for proper legisla
tion which would protect for each citi
zen his inherent constitutional rights. 
That corrective legislation is needed is 
axiomatic, but such legislation must be 
so carefully drawn that it will promote 
equity and we must not permit ourselves 
to become prejudiced by apparent abuses 
on the part of certain unscrupulous and 
powerful individuals who have abused 
existing legislation and infringed upon 
the rights of the general public, the work
ers, and the employers alike. Every citi
zen needs and is entitled to equity, and 
just protection under the laws of our 
Nation. 

Many of the provisions- contained in 
H. R. 3020 are directed at much needed 
correction, but I am fearful that some . 
of them h~we not been properly thought 
through and that their consequences 
may be reflected in the transfer of spe
cial privilege from one group to another. 
This should be avoided. It is not clear 
to me that all the provisions of this act 
are in keeping with the declared objec
tives set forth in the declaration of 
policy. 

There are several phases of this bill to 
which I wish to refer in a general way. 
Many of its provisions are designed to 
protect individual members of labor or
ganizations from exploitation by their 
own leadership. I think it has been evi
dent in the past that decisions reached 
by powerful organization officials, far 
from the scene of industrial strife, have 
been made arbitrarily without proper 
consideration to the wishes and welfare 
of the workers involved. 

This bill would guarantee to the work
ers a more democratic conduct of their 
own organization and would reserve to 
them many of the prerogatives which 
have been usurped by unscrupulous 
leaders. 

In our debate, it has been .said that 
the two major provisions of this bill are 
those affectin.; the so-called closed shop 
and those relating to industry-wide bar
gaining. 

It is inappropriate for me to discuss 
those provisions of this bill with respect 
to the closed-shop issue which I believe 
are improper. The reason is that the 
legislature of my State, the Common
wealth of Virginia, at a special session 
earlier this year, has made the existence 
of the closed shop illegal in my State. 

There is much that can be said on both 
sides of the question with respect to in
dustry-wide bargaining. In this prac
tice there are possibilities of abuse per
haps as serious as industrial monopolies. 
We have sought to deal with those in 
antitrust legislation. On the other 
hand, industry-wide bargaining is fre
quently helpful both to the workers and 
the employers. Numerous illustrations 
of this can be cited, and there are times, 
I believe, in which it can be ~emonstrated 
that bargaining on a purely local level 
is not in the best interest of the general 
welfare. I think this problem needs 
much more careful thought than has 
been given to it. I do not think the an
swer is found merely by making this 
practice illegal. 

In view of the many considerations 
which commend this legislation to me, 
and the many which likewise impel me 
to oppose it, it is my judgment that this 
bill should be recommitted and sent back 
to the committee for further study in 
order that it may be put into a final form 
which would assure equal justice and the 
protection of the rights of all our people. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LEA]. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I arise in 
support of this bill. It is a comprehen
sive piece of legislation widely affecting 
the employer and employee relations in 
our country. It defines many rights and 
many duties of both employer and em
ployee as between themselves. It also 

recognizes that the general public has 
rights to be protected against unwar
ranted injuries that labor-management 
conflicts may impose. 

This bill is designed to curb or pre
vent many evils. I call attention to a 
very important fact. Every restrictive 
provision in this measure is aimed at a 
well-known evil established by our ex
perience of the last 20 years. There is 
no injustice to any class when we restrain 
unwarranted injuries to others by any 
of its members. 

It is a trite thing to recognize the im
portance of labor in the affairs of this 
Nation. Our wage earners are more 
than 50,000,000. They are the largest 
group in every section of our country. 

I think 1 would not be mistaken if I 
said that, looking down the long course 
of t..."le years, that which is best for this 
great body of workers is best for our 
country. Then, with even greater em
phasis and with greater assurance, I 
could say that which in the long course 
of the years is best for this country is 
best Jar the humblest man in this 
Republic. 

The wage earner may be a union-labor 
man today, but in his lifetime and that 
of his children and grandchildren he is 
a citizen of this Republic. In a land of 
freedom, open avenues to opportunity, 
equality, and just government by law, 
he can find a reward beyond that which 
any class government can ever give. 

A democratic government is concerned 
with the welfare of its humblest citizens. 
A true democracy is at war with class 
government at any level. 

This bill proposes restrictions on cer
tain activities of labor unions. The ex
planation is not that the members of 
labor unions as a whole are different 
from the rest of the population. The 
fact is they are like the rest of us. 

Congress has been generous to labor. 
It still wants .to be; but the privileges 
Congress granted have been abused to 
the injury of the American people. 
When labor unions are so organized and 
permit themselves to be .so manipulated 
that they produce a Lewis and a Petrillo, 
they give those dictators more power 
than any white man in this country 
ought to have. 

When a Lewis can tell the people of 
this country whether or not they can 
have fuel to heat their homes or run 
their factories, and when a Petrillo can 
decide what music the American people 
can hear and at what price to his union, 
it is time for Congress to awaken to the 
fact that it owes a duty to act for the 
protection of the American people. 

The committee report on this bill 
states facts which constitutes a severe 
arraignment of the evils suffered by our 
Nation due to management-labor con
flicts of the last 20 years. We are well 
aware that the victims of these condi
tions have not been confined to employers 
and employees. Practically every citi
zen in the Nation has been materially 
affected by the evil conditions that have 
thus brought distress to the country. 

This legislation is directed to the pur
pose of relieving the country of much of 
the industrial strife to which it has been 
subjected. 
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In the main, this bill is far more than 

a measure to ameliorate controversies 
between employers and employees. It is 
true that the industrial strife that has 
inflicted the Nation originates out of the 
employer-employee relation. This in
dustrial strife is a growing evil. It 
reached its zenith in the last year when 
there was a direct loss of 116,000,000 · 
man-days of employment; when the 
number of strikes reached an all-time 
high of 4,985. 

These figures fail enormously to re
flect adequately the full loss imposed 
upon the Nation by the indirect reduc
tion of employment, the curtailment of 
production, and the denial of much
needed products to the cousumers of the 
country. The loss to our Nation in the 
reconversion period and the inflationary 
factors released, imposed immeasurable 
hardships. 

Who were the victims of this infliction 
upon the country? Primarily the Vic
tims were the great masses of the public 
who were not parties to the controversies. 
These thousands of conflicts had millions 
of ·innocent victims. Today, a primary 
concern of the Congress is to a1ford pro
tection to the public, to these victims of 
the industrial strife. 

In many cases we have seen heartless 
Injustices imposed upon the public, with 
apparently little corncern by the imme
diate parties. to the conflct, as to how 
much suft'erin« they might inflict upon 
the public. 

A strike is a crude method of settling 
disputes. To strike means to hit the 
other fellow. Strikes and lock-outs are 
coercive conflicts where, like war, might 
prevails rather than right. They are 
justified only by the failure to provide 
any better protection for the worker. 

Long ago we attempted by the estab
lishment of courts to provide the public 
against the grosser offenses of the crimi
nal. We outlawed the duel. Some de
cades ago strong employer groups so or
ganized themselves that they could crush 
their competitors and combine to prey 
on the consumers of the country by the 
control of production and prices. That 
was a form of economic compulsion that 
the law attempted to remove from the 
consumers · of the country. Antitrust 
legislation became necessary to protect 
the public against that type of racket
eering. 

We now face the duty of going further 
and placing restrictions against another 
form of economic compulsion too fre
quently exercised in the employer-em
ployee relation. 

Great numbers of citizens have been 
deterred from exercising their normal 
rights through fear of physical violence 
and injury to persons and property. In
numerable men in public life, at every 
level, have catered, yielded, compromised, 
and surrendered public rights for their 
own political peace or advancement. 

This situation has yielded itself to the 
class favoritism and class Government in 
the administration and enforcement of 
the law and in its interpretation by the 
oourts. 

In recent years an irresponsible type 
of leadership has imposed itself on labor 
organizations to their misfortune. With 
the catering, favoritism, compromising, 

and yielding of governmental authorities, 
there has grown up an arrogant quality 
of leadership that has been demoralizing 
both to the public life of the country and 
to the union membership. It was un
fortunate that so often labor was unable 
to clean its own house when, under 
mercenary leadership, as happened in 
some unions, an arrogancy was exhibited 
that has been highly detrimental to 
labor's cause. 

Notwithstanding the Nation-wide dis
satisfaction with such leadership, the or
ganizations under them seemed unable to 
throw off their yokes. The arrogant 
character of this leadership is manifested 
in the growing extent to which un
conscionable demands are made on em
ployers without offering any services in 
return for what is demanded. 

I am pleased to see that this bill very 
properly includes inhibitions against 
"featherbedding." The success of labor 
must be in getting paid for what it does, 
and not in pay for what it does not do. 

No comprehensive legislation to rea 
strict this industrial strife could properly 
leave out an inhibition against this kind 
of racketeering. Demands of this char
acter ... re rapidly spreading---demands 
for the payment of money and other 
financial concessions where no services 
~re performed or offered in return, and 
which demands are made without any 
contract, legal or moral right. These 
demands have the moral quality of 
racketeering and extortion. 

It is unlikely that any bill dealing with 
so many subjects and as lengthy as the 
one. before us should entirely satisfy the 
viewpoint of any one Member of Con
gress. Fundamentally, I think this is a 
useful bill. It attempts to meet some 
great evils of our time. It combats evils 
of monumental proportions. I have no 
inclination to vote against it, because it 
might not in every respect suit my exact 
viewpoint. 

The broad explanation of this situa
tion is not that the members of the labor 
unions as a whole are different from the 
rest of the population. The fact is they 
are fundamentally the same. The aver
age union man is just an average citiZen 
of our country and is in no sense an out
law. This legislation is not good if ulti
mately it is not for his benefit. The 
laboring people of the country are fun· 
damentally like the rest of us, with the 
same ambitions and hopes in life a 
large part of the members of labor or
ganizations are today- hoping for legisla
tion that will place labor-union actiVi
ties on a higher and more patriotic basis. 

A sound conception of American citi· 
zenship will concede that the humblest 
American citizen should be more deeply 
concerned in a government of equality, 
fairness, and justice, rather than any 
possible advantage that may come to 
him by a system of class government 
which would give him temporary advan
tages at the expense of the rest of the 
country. Every right-thinking Ameri
can must be more interested in what 
kind of government he 1s going to build 
for himself, his children, and grand
children than he is in the hope that 
through class government he can gain 
some advantage to himself at the disad
vantage of the rest of the country. 

Democracy, 1t it has any legitimate 
meaning, is a negation, a denial of the 
thought that any one group, however 
numerous, can best profit under a sys-
tem of class government. · 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas fMr. 
FisHER]. • 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
the remarks which I previously made. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARCANTONIO]. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
I have asked for this 1 minute for the 
purpose of directing a question to the 
proponent of this bill, specifically the 
chairman of the committee, and the per
son whose name the bill carries. . 

This bill has been ha.iled by its pro
ponents as a new bill of rights for the 
working people of this country. In view 
of the RepUblican claims in the last elec
tion with respect to discrimination in 
employment and its pledges for the en
actment of fair employment practice 
controls, I now inquire of the chairman 
if he will accept .an amendment incor
porating the principles of fair employ
ment practices to be added to the so
called bill of rights that the gentleman 
proclaims his bill to be. 

Mr. HARTLEY. I will say to the gen
tleman that as far as that issue is con-

. cemed, I am opposed· to injecting that 
argument into this bill. I will say to the 
gentleman, if he wants a hearing on 
that bill, he can have it before my com
mittee. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Why not ac
cept the amendment? FEPC is germane 
to the subject with which the bill deals. 
EFFECT OF H. :a. 3020 ON THE NORJUS-LAGUA:aDIA 

ACT 

One of the worst features of a great 
many bad features in this 66-page invi
tation to industrial chaos which we are 
considering is the insidious manner in 
which labor's enemies would gut the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act under the guise of 
prescribing fair and equitable rules of 
conduct to be observed by labor and man
agement and of protecting the rights of 
individual workers in their relations with 
labor organizations. This proposal 
would p:rotect the rights of individual 
workers to such an extent that the draft
ers found it necessary to nullify the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act in five different 
sections. Five different times they found 
it necessary to withdraw the protection 
of that act so wisely raised against the 
forces which woUld settle industrial rela
tions problems by the law of injunction. 

Let u~ e~amine the statute and deter
mine the purposes for which this legisla
tion would remove the Norris-LaGuardia 
restraints upon the equity jurisdiction of 
Fede~al courts. 

Under this bill, the provisions of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act would not be ap
plicable in the following situations: First, 
in actions to prevent unfair labor prac
tices; second, in actions involving any 
activities declared to be unlawful con
certed activities; third, in any action by 
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the Attorney General to enjoin strikes 
imperiling public health and safety; 
fourth, in any proceeding involving a 
violation of the antitrust laws; and, fifth, 
in actiot}s and proceedings involving vi
olations of agreements between an em
ployer and a labor organization or other 
representative of employees. 

Now, let us reexamine each one of 
these situations in which the majority 
deems it expedient to deny the protection 
of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

First. Section 10 (h) provides that in 
actions to prevent unfair labor practices 
the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity 
shall not be. limited by the Norris-La
Guardia Act. The proponents of this 
provision will say that this is no change 
from the present National Labor Rela
tions Act. The answer is only true in 
part. This provision is contained in the 
present NLRA, but it has been given 
much wider scope by saddling labor with 
a number of new unfair labor practices 
which are subject to this provision. 

Second. Section 12 (c) provides that 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act shall not have 
any application in any action or proceed
ing in a court of the United States 
involving any activity defined in this 
section as unlawful. Section 12 defines 
a number of activities which are termed 
"unlawful concerted activities." Those 
activities include the use of force or vio
lence in a labor dispute; engaging in a . 
sympathy strike, jurisdictional strike, 
monopolistic strike, illegal boycott, sit
down strike, or strike to force an employer 
to accede to featherbedding practices; 
or to strike for a number of objectives 
considered to be improper. 

A quick examination of these provi
sions leaves an individual having a trust
ing nature with the impression that most 
of these suggestions are rather sound. 
Section 12 contains a provision to outlaw 
illegal boycotts. The definition of illegal 
boycott in this bill is so broad in scope 
that it will outlaw many activities which 
have been recognized as justifiable for 
many years. For example, suppose that 
employer A operates an air line; em
ployer B also operate an air line. A 
decides to cut the wages of his mechanics 
and the mechanics go out on a strike. 
Under the definition of "illegal boycott" 
in this bill the mechanics employed by B 
could be ordered by him to service the 
planes owned by A and any refusal on 
their part to act as strikebreakers would 
make them liable to the following actions: 
a Federal court injunction to forbid this 
"illegal boycott," suit for damages by 
company .A, loss of status as employees 
under the National Labor Relations Act, 
and criminal penalties and triple dam
ages under the antitrust laws. Truly 
a bill to protect the rights of individual 
workers. All the rights they will have 
left will be a right to pay fines and a 
right to go to jail. 

Third. Section 203 (b) provides that 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act shall not be 
applicable in any c~se in which the At
torney General has been directed to peti
tion a district court for an injunction to 
stop a strike threatening to imperil the 
public health, safety, or interest. The 
rights of the citizens of this country de
serve to be protected from this over-

whelming power in the hands of the 
Attorney General by more specific lan
guage than "public health, safety, or 
interest." Any strike has some effect on 
the public interest. If it were not so, the 
strike would be of little value. 

Fourth. Section 301 (c) provides that 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act shall not be 
applicable in any proceeding involving a 
violation of the antitrust laws. It has 
been pointed out many times that the 
antitrust laws were not designed for the 
regulation of labor unions and their pro
visions do not easily lend themselves to 
that purpose. The evidence of failure in 
this field prior to the passage of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act should be suffi
cient warning that such laws do not cre
ate industrial peace. By this provision 

the majority indicate their w1Ilingness 
and even desire to return to the days 
when the strike-breaking injunction was 
available to every private employer who 
desired to go to court and claim a viola
tion of the antitrust laws. 

Flfth. Section 302 (e) provides that 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act shall have no 
application in actions and proceedings 
involving violations of agreements be
tween an employer and a labor organiza
tion or other representative of em
ployees. The proponents of this legisla
tion are not satisfied to open up the Fed
eral courts to innumerable suits for 
breach of contract, they must also pro
vide that an alert employer can secure 
an injunction even before the breach 
occurs. 

Net income 1 of leading corporations for the years 1945 and 1946 2 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Industrial groups 
Net income after taxes 

Numbe~ of--------
compames 

Percent 
change 

ercent return 

1945 1946 1945 1946 
----------------------------1----1-----
Baking ___ ------------------------------ 23 $29, 093 ~60, 872 +109. 2 10.2 21.8 

12.0 18.9 
5.4 10.8 
7.8 27.1 

Dairy products_------------------------ 16 38, !)89 65,454 +67.9 Meat packing ___________________________ 17 34,825 70,461 +102. 3 
Cotton goods __ ----------------------- __ 46 28, 760 102, 89 6 +257. 8 

9. 5 24.5 
10.3 25.2 

Silk and rayon __________________________ 13 14,280 42,419 +197.1 Woolen goods ______ __ ______ ___________ __ 7 11,986 30,328 +U3.0 
9.8 23.3 
8.2 12.7 

Clothing and appareL __________________ 31 14, !l09 35,430 +137. 6 
Shoes, leather products _________________ 21 17,262 26,757 +55.0 Tires, rubber products __________________ 27 66, 152 136,750 +106. 7 10.7 20.6 Iron and steeL ______ ____ ____ ________ ___ 51 183, 531 273,336 +48.9 5.1 7.5 
Agricultural implements ________________ 12 54,671 45,520 -16.7 7.1 5. 7 
Nonferrous metals_--------------------- 26 110,710 136,685 +23.5 5.8 7.1 

Total manufacturing ______________ 1, 511 2, 997,938 4, 091,355 +36. 5 9. 3 12.1 

1 Net Income Is shown as reported-after depreciation, interest, taxes, and other charges and 
reserves, but before dividends. Net worth includes book value of outstanding preferred and common 
stock and surplus account at beginning of each year. 

2 National City Bank Newsletter, March 1947. 

June 14, July 15, Nov. 15, Feb. 15, 
1946 1946 1946 1947 

Consumer price index ___________________________________________ _ 133.3 
145.6 

141.2 
105.7 

152.2 
187.7 

152.8 
182.3 Foods (retail) (years 1935-39=100) ________ "-----------------------

Percentage increase, June 15, 1946, to Feb. 14, 1947: 

~ggJ~~~-~~:~ ~~~~ = = == = == == ========== === ===~ == = == ======== === == = ======= == ===== = === == = ========== ~~~~~~~== ~: ~ 
Profits (in billtons)l 

Allcorpo· 
rations 

First quarter 1946---------- -----------------------~ $9.1 
Second quarter 1946 ___ -------------------------- -- 11.4 
Third quarter 1946_ -------------------------------- 13.6 
Fourth quarter 1946.------------------------------ 14.9 

Year 1946------------------------------------ 12.0 
Average 1942-45----------------------------------- 9. 5 
Average 1936-39 ___ -------------------------------- 3. 9 

1 Department of Commerce. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
'yield such time as he may desire to the 
_gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
FOGARTY]. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, in my 
opinion this so-called labor bill is one 
of the rankest pieces of labor legislation 
ever foisted upon the average American 
working man and woman. 

One of the expressions we have heard 
repeated over and over again in recent 
years is to the effect that people all over 
the world look to the United States of 
America to see what kind of leadership 
we will afford to a world which is crying 
for a helping hand. 

During the years of the war we heard 
the declaration that we were civiliza
tion's sole hope. We lived up to every 

expectation and in effect answered every 
prayer. 

After the war we answered the pleas 
of starving millions with food, money, 
and clothing. We demonstrated our sin .. 
cere interest in the promotion of peace 
and freedom for all peoples. 

We believe sincerely now that little 
people everywhere look to this land as 
the outstanding example of democracy 
in action-and if people looked to us for 
inspiration and leadership in other 
years-their eyes are turned this way 
today. 

If our conduct was instrumental in in
spiring the people of other lands-in the 
conduct of war and the workiqg for 
peace-then just as emphatically is it 
certain that our conduct in the field of 
economics and social justice will set the 
pattern to be followed by those whom 
we influence in other areas of tht. world. 

What this Congress does today to the 
working men and women of this Repub
lic, will demonstrate in the clearest of all 
possible manners the attitude of this 
Congress toward those who toil to pro
duce the industrial wealth of the Nation. 
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The measure which this Congress has 

for consideration-the measure which is 
labeled "labor legislation"-is a step 
backward. It is a deliberate attempt to 
blot out the social progress which has 
been achieved by the average American 
during the past 50 years. 

I know it is natural for the proponents 
of any measure to labe! a proposition 
with fancy title and surround it with 
high-sounding phrases, but there is a 
limit beyond which common decency 
cannot be stretched. 

In hypocritical fashion this bill is 
tagged as one to relieve the American 
worker from a tyranny more despotic 
than one could think possible in a free 
country. 

This is the label that is attached to the 
measure which is the first step back along 
the road to a decadent social era when 
men and women who worked in mills and 
factories were looked upon as no more 
than chattels and serfs and were sub
jected to abuse and ridicule while indus
trialists grew fat and sleek on the profits 
created by the men and women who 
toiled in their sweatshops. 

This is a bill to relieve the American 
worker from the despots who brought 
them organization and made it possible 
for them to speak out against the foul 
and vicious conduct of management in 
the days before trade-unions became a 
fact on the American industrial scene. 

This is a bill to free the American 
worker from the tyrants who did away 
with the dawn-to-dark slave factories, 
the company stores, the run-down hovels 
where mill workers were forced to live, 
the slave wages which provided no more 
than enough to keep bread on the tables, 
and condemned children to work at the 
looms and machines at 10 and 12 years 
of age. 

Oh, what hypocrisy! 
It was trade-unions that made the 

American worker free in fact rather 
than in fancy. It was the labor union 
which freed the American worker from 
the tyranny of the antilabor injunction 
which made it impossible for that work
er to speak out against inhuman working 
conditions, to band together for the bet
terment of his own and his family's eco
nomic lot in life, to hope to live as a de
cent member of society, to own his own 
home, to educate his children, and look 
forward to an old age free of the constant 
fear of poverty and hunger. 

This the labor union did for the Amer
ican working man and woman, and you 
can chant your fancy phrases from now 
till doomsday. but there is no one better 
aware of what labor unions have accom
plished for our society than the Ameri
can workingman himself. 

He knows what his lot was before the 
advent of trade-unions and he has a 
pretty good idea what it will be again 
if measures like this succeed in finding 
their way onto the statute books of the 
Nation. 

Labor has but one weapon ln its con
stant fight for a decent share of the fruits 
of its toil-it is the strike. The right to 
strike is fundamental and Is guaranteed 
to the American worker' by the Constitu
tion which this Congress is sworn to up
hold. Yet, with tongue in cheek you 
would restore in one fell swoop the most 

evil chapter in the story of industrial 
relations by placing the bated antilabor 
injunction in the hands of industrialists 
who will not hesitate oo use it to pin back 
the ears of any man who will dare to 
speak out against injustice in a factory 
or shop. 

You say these men and women should 
not strike-they should bargain and bar
gain and bargain interminably-all the 
while prices climb and climb and the 
struggle for food and clothing becomes 
more and more desperate. 

The men who now propose this meas
ure promisro a few months ago that 
they could reduce prices and promote 
prosperity if they could rid the country 
of price controls. 

As hated as those controls were they 
at least guaranteed that the average 
American family would get enough to eat. 

The controls were removed and the 
law of supply and demand commenced 
its functioning, but although months 
have passed it is still all demand and no 
supply. 

I shudder to think of the men and 
women in my district who work in the 
mills for 90 cents an }).our-some 83 cents 
an hour-and have to provide a home 
and clothes and food and medical care 
for a family with four or six children. 

Everyone recognizes the serious con
dition which prevails, but does this Con
gress address itself to an attempt to re
store prices to a sane level? No, quite 
the contrary. It solemnly and cold
bloodedly tells the American worker, 
''You shall not make any attempt to in
crease your wages." It tells the American 
worker-whom it now professes to free· 
from tyranny and despotism-that he, 
he alone, is responsible for the plight in 
which he finds himself. He is responsi
ble fo,. high prices and little food, but 
never a word is said about the fattest 
profit picture in the history of the 
country. 

Some of our papers direct their vicious 
criticism against this oppressed Ameri
can worker because he has struggled to 
get a few more cents with which to make 
an effort to make ends meet. But never 
a line do they write in criticism of the 
selfish greed of the profit seekers whose 
goal is all the traffic will bear. 

The proponents of this bill profess to 
believe that big unions are detrimental 
to our industrial life, and through this 
measure they have set out to break the 
unions except-more pious language
for neighborhood groups. 

The effect will not be to restore indus
trial o,..der, but to produce chaos. The 
bill professes to abolish the closed shop 
and put an end to industry-wide bar
gaining. Actually, what it endeavors to 
do is break labor unions now in existence 
into small segments which can be taken 
on piecemeal and destroyed. The pro
posal is but the forerunner of a wave of 
so-called company unions and the "yel
low dog" contract given the blessings of 
the Congress of the United States~ 

But while this move goes forward with 
vigor and determination, not a sound is 
heard in criticism of the constant growth 
of monopoly in this country-much of 
that growth fostered by the millions 
which this Government pumped into the 
industrial machinery during the war 

years. Big business alone is in a posi
tion to take advantage of the gigantic 
construction program, the research and 
development that went into the indus
trial .set-up to produce the badly needed 
material of war. 

This Government provided all sorts of 
aid and incentive to industry during the 
war and provided tax refunds and other 
aids after the war. 

Yet, this Congress smilingly overlooks 
the growth of monopoly in business but 
violently objects to the growth of labor 
unio.n.s-growth which has been made 
possible solely by the desire of the men 
and women in the shops to be repre
sented at the bargaining table by effec
tive and intelligent agents. 

Just a few days ago this House labored 
over an appropriation bill which was to 
provide the funds for the operation of 
the Department of Labor. A great many 
pages were filled with words of economy. 
The Labor Department was to be cur
tailed in its operations-and running 
through all those pages is the same 
theme-the Labor Department was un
der attack because it was prolabor. 
What a commentary on the great Amer
ican love of democracy. A Cabinet post 
is to be reduced to impotency-all be
cause its people have the intestinal forti
tude to speak out occasionally in behalf 
of the rank and file American. 

Now the Department of Labor is 
to be smashed at again. One of its chief 
functions is to be made an independent 
agency. Why, there can be but one 

· answer; as presently set up the National 
Labor Relations Board is prolabor. 
Why is there a curse on being prolabor? 
What is wrong about raising a voice in 
behalf of Americans? Do not these men 
and women pull their share of tbe load? 
Have they not a right to expect that some 
branch of this Federal system will seek 
to protect their interests? 

'Then, what is to be the attitude of the 
new independent agency proposed? You 
say it is not to be antilabor. it is to be 
fair and impartial. I deny that. How 
can you say fair and impartial when you 
arm it, as you do here, with all the ma
chinery for antilabor injunctions, 
union-busting mandates, company-un
ion guarantees, and the rest of the pro
visos of this legislation? I say it is to 
be antilabor and for that reason alone 
is it proposed. 
· This is not legislation for the common 
good-this is punishment because labor 
unions have grown so powerful. Ameri
can workers now have a voice in the 
functioning of our industrial machlnery 
and some industrtalists resent this. 
They are determined that, at whatever 
the cost, these men and women must be 
returned to the position of humble and 
suppliant employees, glad to work for 
whatever pit tance is awarded them. 

This Congress, if it passes this measure, 
is lending its we!ght to that plan. This 
Congress is notifying the people of other 
lands-the people who look this way for 
leadership and inspiTation-that democ
racy is a great thing on paper, but it 
does not work out here in fact. 

All Americans have a right to share in 
the gr~at possibilities of this great Na
tion. This legislation denies the mem-



. . 
1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3537 
bers of labor unions a right to participate 
and drives them to the rear where they 
are expected to be seen and not heard. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, how 
does the time stand? 

The CHAIRMAN. The minority has 
23 minutes remaining; the majority, 31. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KIRWAN]. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to this proposed labor bill now 
before the Congress, because I believe 
it will tend toward taking us back into 
the Dark Ages. 

By the Dark Ages, I refer to that time 
and period previous to the enactment of 
the Wagner Labor Act and what hap .. 
pened for about 50 years prior to the 
time it was recorded on the statute 
books. 

We should .all feel grateful, and ever 
r.emember former Senator LaFollette, 
who headed the special investigating 
committee, which b-rought to light the 
many discriminations against the Amer
ican working classes, and helped to a 
great degree enact some favorable legis
lation in their behalf. 

The first major strike in this country 
took place at Pittsburgh, in the steel 
Ruhr, back in the year 1892. Many of us 
here will remember that Carnegie paid 
a man by the name of Frick a million 
dollars to break the strike, while he 
took a trip abroad. Pinkerton detec
tives were called in and, together with 
the police, soldiers, and traitors, many 
workers were shot from river boats, with 
Gatling guns camouflaged in hayracks. 
Frick was shot in the neck by Alexander 
Berkman and, while recuperating in the 
hospital, had many days and fretful 
hours to dwell over the suffering and 
grief that he had brought to countless 
workmen and their families. He had 
the opportunity to recall-that his parents 
had been of the working class-and that 
he, himself, had been reared in a com
pany house, at a rental of about $4 a 
month. No doubt he recalled the hard
ships that he and they had endured on 
sweatshop wages and lack of fit working 
conditions. He became very remorseful 
and bitter. When Carnegie sent him a 
wire as he was leaving the hospital, ask
ing him to come to his office, he wrote 
as the return message, "I'll see you in 
hell; we're both going there." 

The steelworkers' union was broken, 
together with the hearts of workers, 
throughout the country. As the candle 
of Carnegie's life grew dim, he, too, be
came remorseful, because he built great 
libraries in various cities throughout the 
country. It did not mean a great deal 
to the men in the mills, because with 
working 12 hours, and hours spent in 
getting to and from their job, they had 
little time to spend in reading books. It 
was Carnegie's desire to go out of this 
world poor and without money. 

Then we had the railroad· strike at 
Chicago in 1893. Railroad workers were 
shot down in the streets by Federal 
troops. The men who participated in the 
strilte were black-listed all over the coun
try and they never knew why or how they 
obtained their addresses. As they went 
into other cities to seek employment, 
naturally they were asked for references 

or place of previous employment. The 
letters came back, with the emblem of a 
broken car wheel on the railroad letter 
heads, which served as a tip off that they 
were not to be hired. 

In 1902 along came the miners' strike 
in the anthracite coal region, in which 
149,000 persons participated, myself in
cluded. The strilte lasted from April until 
October. True, we experienced the untold 
hardships of eating only corn meal mush; 
being evicted from company houses and 
forced to live in tents-large families of 
8 and 10 children, together with their 
parents, but a great deal was accom
plished toward better working conditions. 
We were given the right and privilege to 
work 8 hours a day and got out from 
under slavery. The first major strike was 
won. Previous to that time, representa
tives of the commissaries or company 
stores would search homes 3 or 4 days 
before pay day, in an endeavor to find 
some article or merchandise that had not 
been purchased through them. If found, 
the father and other mine workers in the 
family were certain to receive their dis
charge. That was during the period so 
often referred to as rugged individualism 
or free enterprise. Do you, fellow col
leagues, believe that the boys or girls of 
today would want to go back to that kind 
of living? 

I remember the strike of 1904, at 
Pueblo, Colo. No American should ever 
forget that one. The miners and their 
families were evicted from company 
homes-the tents in which they found 
refuge were burned by troops under the 
command of Major General Bell. The 
men were arrested and transpocted to 
the plains of Kansas, while their wives 
and children were left behind without 
food or shelter. They traveled back 
through the villages-tired and hungry; 
and if they got onto the railroad prop- · 
erty were arrested for trespassing. That 
is the era, perhaps, to which some will 
refer as the "good old days," and to which 
they are so eager to have us go back. 

At the time of the Pueblo strike a young 
fellow by the name of John D. Rocke
feller, Jr., was graduated frorp. Brown 
University. His father, who owned the 
Pueblo Coal & Fuel Co., asked him to go 
out there and make a personal report 
back to him on existing conditions. 
When he returned he advised. his father 
not to sell the mines-but to give it away 
and get the blood off his hands. To that 
fine son-a real American in every sense 
of the word-and to the everlasting 
credit of his esteemed father, he took his 
advice and in the following years became 
the world's greatest philanthropist; leav
ing a great fortune alone to cancer re
search. 

Then along came 1937-just 10 short 
years ago. Here on the floor of Con
gress our attention was called to the 
Memorial Day massacre. At the steel 
plant in Chicago 19 men laid down their 
lives and scores were injured by police 
because they dared to form a picket line. 
At that time Congress amended the 
Wagner Labor Act, demanding that 
American labor be given the rights and 
protection provided by the Constitution 
of the United States. 

In 1939 legislation came before the 
Congress, known as the Federal mine 

inspection bill. All that bill called for 
was that in the event-of an explosion in 
a mine the Federal investigators would 
be moved in with a rescue car. After 
they donned their helmets and gas masks 
and removed the bodies, they were to 
make a report on what they had seen 
with their own eyes and to ascertain what 
caused the explosion. Heretofore, when 
explosions occurred they were not allowed 
to make a report on what they had seen 
or to make a report on what caused it. 
The company or mine operator would 
move in 50 to 100 workmen, repair the fan 
and the mine and then notify the State 
inspectors to come on in. 

Yet this body of Congressmen, sup
posedly the greatest law-making body in 
the world, would not pass this proposed 
legislation to save and protect human 
beings. I voted for the bill, and before 
the ink was dry on the recording of my 
vote I had two calls from two heads of 
the largest steel corporations in the dis
trict which I represent, asking what kind 
of a Representative or Congressman I 
was. They asked, "Do you realize you 
do not have a miner in your district?" 
I told them I did not care whether I had 
a miner in my district or not-! wanted 
to know why a hundred men were killed, 
and that I was trying to stop them from 
killing miners by the hundreds. They 
apparently were not concerned with the 
loss of life, they were simply concerned 
with the cost of repairing the mines. 
Usually the State inspector made a 
sugar-coated report, that he could not 
find anything to cause the explosion, and 
the widows and children would have no 
evidence to take the mine owners or 
operators into court. 

In the year 1941, a very moderate form 
of a mine inspection bill was passed by 
the Congress. However, had the 1939 
proposed bill been enacted, it would have 
saved many lives and disruptions in the 
mining industry and throughout the en
tire country. 

Mr. Chairman, we seem to be drifting 
back into those so-called good old days. 
It has been my privilege, and I indeed 
consider it a privHege, to have partici
pated in five strikes in my lifetime
three major ones. I have had no re
grets-and am grateful for the oppor
tunity that I had, in some small degree, 
to make some contribution to labor and 
the. progress that it has been able to make 
through the last several decades. Their 
working conditions have been made 
safer, sanitary, and more endurable. 
These are privileges that the older mem
bers of my family-my fellow workmen 
and neighbors strove for and dreamed of. 
The suffering and deprivations of many 
years were worth the sacrifice. 

If I had that part of my life to live 
over again, I would do the same thing 
and if the right was taken away from me 
to join a union, if I preferred to do so-I 
would be just as happy to have my life 
taken away. I plead with my colleagues 
here, do not take the right of joining a 
union away from any man or woman
nor do not take away the right to a closed 
shop. If .any of you have ever worked 
in a steel plant, factory, or mine, you 
can realize the situation, I am sure. 

Under the old way, for every couple of 
hundred · men employed, there was at 
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least one stool pigeon. The La Follette 
committee proved that pretty well in its 
report. It was their job to work among 
the men and make a report every morn
ing. They would lie about the workmen 
and their families. Thousands of men, 
during the lean years, lost their jobs be
cause the stool pigeon probably went 
to sleep and had nothing to report-so 
in the morning an innocent man was 
his victim. Is that what you want to 
go back to? If you do. then you are tak
ing the first step backward. You talk 
about war; you talk about battles that 
we have gotten into, including Pearl 
Harbor. You talk about men who have 
laid down their lives for their country. 
Men get down in the well and talk about 
the soldier and why he is fighting for 
this and that. Have we representatives 
from the American Legion and Veterans 
of Foreign Wars for this bill? Has the 
committee or Members of the House re
ceived telegrams from any of them ex
pressing their approval of this bill? Of 
course you have not. I do not think you 
have anything from the American Le
gion or the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
or any other veteran organization. It 
is not right to come down into this well 
and talk about the soldiers who died on 
this or that battle front. Why bring 
them into it? They knew what they laid 
down their lives for. Eighty percent of 
our soldiers were the sons of laborers 
and farmers. Do you want to take their 
rights away? No; I do not believe you do. 

If the Congress is sincere in wanting 
to pass a good labor bill, now is the time. 
But you will not accomplish this by ask
ing men questions over the table. You 
will have to send Congressmen them
selves into the mines, factories, steel 
plants, oil fields, automobile industry, 
and railroad yards. After they spend 
4 or 5 months down in the bowels of 
the earth and sweatshops, living in 
miners' cabins and company houses, eat
ing their food, instead of at Pan and 
Bill's famous steak house,. I feel confi
dent that at the end of t~t time a good, 
honest, and fair labor bill would be 
drawn up, and the country would and 
could be assured of no more strikes. 

If the Members of Congress would do 
this, they woUld have done something 
worth while for the Nation and we would 
not have to worry so much about the 
peace treaties with other nations. We 
would have established in this country 
a true democracy-a real spirit of love 
for the rest of the world and mankind. 

If ever this country needed to work, 
it is now, in order to retire our debt, re
duce taxes, and reta.in our rightful place 
in world trade. 

The President is doing his best and has 
asked that wages and prices be stabi
lized. Industry and utilities shoUld make 
a determined and honest effort to put on 
the scales of justice the same weight of 
willingness and cooperation for indus
trial peace as does labor. If they do so, 
then, and only then, will we have a bal
anced prosperity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Klwuisl .. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman. at this 
time I would like to pay particular trib
ute to the gentleman from New Jersey. 
the Honorable FRED HARTLEY, Ja., for the 
fine work that he has done as chairman 
of the Committee on Education and La
bor. He has been tireless in his efforts. 
and he has been efficient in molding leg
islation that will make history in this 
Congress. 

I am somewhat puzzled as I sit here 
and listen to the debate, especially by 
some members of the minority. But be
fore I mention that particular phase of 
it I would like to pay personal tribute 
to each and every member of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor and to 
tell them that it has been a personal 
pleasure to work with them. 

However, I understand that all of us 
here in Congress are good Americans. 
and l cannot understand for the life of 
me why certain insinuations are made 
that this Eightieth Congress would do 
anything that would deal a bad or se
rious blow to the American people. 
Whom do we serve as Congressmen? We 
serve our district, yes; we serve labor. 
yes; we serve industry, yes; we serve all 
phases of American life. Not only that. 
but we are held responsible for our ac
tion5 here to the Nation, because the 
deeds we do here are recorded, and they 
react m only one way, and that must be 
for the good of all the people. How can 
anyone say that this Congress is anti
labor or that this committee is anti
labor? I do not think that this Con
gress or the Committee on Education 
and Labor has ever acted in an anti
labor fashion. We do not do business 
that way. This Congress will go down 
in history, I am confident, as a doing 
Congress, a Congress that will meet its 
obligations and come up to the point 
where action is needed. And they will 
give action. The Committee on Labor 
in its hearings heard all sides of the 
story; labor, big business and little busi
ness, and they have weighed the evi
dence; they have formulated legislation, 
and now they are proceeding to enact. 
laws that will be for the best interest 
of all the people. 

Yes, labor came before this commit: 
tee, and industry came before this com
mittee. Some members of industry 
would say, ":You must throw out all the 
present labor laws, there is no need for 
such laws. The workingman deserves 
no consideration for his actions." Then 
we would have labor leaders come before 
us and say, ''Do not touch any of the 
existing laws. We need them. We do not 
want you to bother with them." We 
even had one labor leader say that it 
would be better. if Congress would con
vene only once every · 10 years. Cer
tainly it is a blessing that Congress is 
convening this year. 

We were elected to Congress to do the 
job that we are now doing. We were 
not elected to Congress to do what we are 
told to do. i do not believe there ·is any 
Congressman here, and I mean this, who 
has come to the Halls of this Congress 
pledged to do a job for any individual or 
any group of individuals. Once he 
comes through the portals of these doors 
here he must vote to the dictates of his 

own conscience, and then he must an
swer for that vote to his constituents, 
and then it must be the way that it would 
be good for all the people of this . 
country. 

Last week a very prominent judge back 
in Erie~ Pa., told me this story. He said, 
"Congressmen remind me of the little 
lad who was sent to the grocery store 
and then forgot what he was sent for." 
He said, ''I am glad to see that you do ·not 
conform to that type." I wrote back and 
said, "That goes for the Eightieth Con
gress, not an individual. This Congress 
knows what it has been sent down here 
to do and we expect to do it.'' 

Yes; this Eightieth Congress realizes 
many things. It realizes the perils of 
labor and it realizes the perils of indus
try. I say that this Eightieth Congress 
feels sincerely and knows keenly that the 
greatest souls in America . work under 
those dirty shirts that dig the coal in 
the mines, under those greasy shirts that 
labor in the mills.. Those souls have the 
heart. of America at stake. We are not 
trying to legislate any legislation here 
that would hurt anyone. No: this Con
gress is going to pass legislation here 
that is fair to everybody. 

This bill acts in the best interests of 
the people of these United states. When 
I say that the men of America, the work
ingmen of America, want a functionable 
bill, I mean just what I say. You know 
what they want most? It is pay days. 
They want the pay day to come around 
regularly, and they want more take
home pay. 

Another thing they woUld like to have 
is the privilege of doing in the years to 
come what they have not in the past and 
that is to know the boss again. They have 
not known the boss for 10 years. The bOss 
woUld like to go out in the plant and know 
his men again. He would like to be able 
to go through the plant and say, "Hello, 
Tom, good morning, Sam.'' They should 
work together in this great country of 
ours. not be fighting '"lne another all the 
time but rather wo:.t{.i.ng together. 

Yes; this bill, H. R. 3020, reaches out 
to the men in America who want freedom. 
They want to be recognized as individ
uals again. They do not want to be part 
of a chain that is driving them all the 
time to concepts they do not agree to. 
Let us reestablish the American rights of 
the workingman so that he can go ahead 
and proceed as he would like to in his life. 
Yes, he wants a constitution to work 
under. He wants to work under the 
greatest Constitution of all times, but not 
a constitution for industry, not one writ
ten for the purpose of industrial pro
cedures and gains, nor one written only 
by labor;that is going to hold him down 
to adhering to the things that labor de
mands. He wants to be a man in his own 
right, under his own name. He does not 
want to be known as a number in Amer
ica, he wants to be a citizen and work 
under the greatest Constitution that any 
nation in this entire world bas ever 
known, and that is the Constitution of 
these United States of America. H. R. 
3020 gives that right to the workingmen 
of these United States. 

• 
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Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
8 minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. CARROLL]. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Congress, as a new Mem
ber I have listened with a great deal of 
interest to thes~ debates, and, as all of 
you know, none of us have had the time 
to properly study this 68-page bill. There 
are four or five volumes of hearings 
which record the testimony of the wit
nesses. There is not a man here out
side the committee members themselves 
who has had an opportunity to read that 
testimony and analyze it. Nor have we 
had an opportunity to analyze the major
ity report to compare it with the views 
of the minority. 

I do not know how anyone can vote 
intelligently on this bill. Of course, we 
can give vent to our prejudices and our 
emotions, but to really decide this im
portant issue in the light of reason, I do 
not think we have sufficient time to give 
it full and proper consideration. 

One or two remarks have been made 
before this House by a member of the 
committee on the majority side which I 
think reveal the crux of the whple sit
uation. 

He stated that the teeth in this bill is 
the closed shop, and, secondly, the pro
v1:sfon for industry-wide bargaining. He 
complained that labor has too much 
power. Therefore we must take away 
from labor that power. 

As I understand the preamble of this 
b111, its purpose is to promote industrial 
peace. I say to you, pay attention to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN] 
who has spoken from experience and who 
knows what it is to work in the mines 
and steel mills and who speaks as a man 
who knows something about labor. I 
wonder how many of you men here really 
know anything about the problems and 
conditions under which working people 
work and live. You see, when he spoke 
of Colorado he was speaking of the Lud
low massacre. We in Colorado know 
about that. We know about company 
unions, and we know the things that 
people do when company unions exist. 
We know the fight that men and women 
of labor have made and the fight that 
has been going on to raise their living 
standards and their fight for those 
things in life that give them human 
dignity. 

Gentlemen, when you preach that this 
is a bill of rights you do not really mean 
that. You cannot mean it if you know 
anything about labor problems. As a 
matter of fact, let me tell you what this 
bill does. This bill will not promote in
dustrial peace. It is a declaration of 
war, and do not forget it. If this bill 
become law you will have more indus
trial strife than you have 'ever had in 
the history of this Nation. 

I read in the RECORD the other day 
where William Green of the American 
Federation · of Labor testified that there 
is bit terness in the hearts of working 
men and women as a result of the in
temperate attitude of Members of this 
body concerning workers' problems. 
When you pass this sort of legislation, 
you are going to run into trouble. 

I think it well to remind you that in 
this legislation you are dealing with the 

faith, the hopes, the aspirations, and the 
welfare of human beings. The labor of 
a human being is not a commodity or i:m 
article of commerce. Reason, logic, and 
human dignity demand that the labor 
of human beings cannot be placed in the 
same category as a lifeless, cold piece of 
merchandise or a machine. In your bill 
you not only, in a measure, restrict the 
full enjoyment of the political democracy 
of •millions upon millions of people in 
this Nation, but you completely destr.oy 
and deny to them every hope of economic 
democracy which they have just begun 
to share as a result of the progressive 
and forward-looking legislation fathered 
and sponsored by that great humani
tarian, the late Franklin Delano Roose
velt. 

Moreover, by your legislation you are 
setting up and establishing rules for in
dustrial warfare. These rules are 
weighted heavily against the working 
men and women of this Nation. This 
legislation will divide the workers from 
each other and divide the unions which 
unite them. As a result of this division 
and this legislative denial for workers to 
exert their full economic strength there 
can be no just and equitable collective 
bargaining. It follows then that the 
real purpose of this legislation is to 
divide the forces of labor, separating 
them unit by unit in order that they may 
be eventually conquered. You follow the 
age-old principle of divide and conquer. 

This division is accomplished in many 
ways. One of the ways is to grind the 
bargaining representatives into small, 
completely segregated and isolated units. 

The essence of this method is found in 
section 9 (f) (1) appearing at page 30 
of the bill. By and large under this sec
tion a representative may bargain only 
on behalf of the employees of a single 
employer. He may not bargain with a 
group of employers on behalf of the em
ployees of the members of the employer 
group; he may not represent employees 
on an industry-wide or market-wide scale 
or on a regional or local scale. He may 
appear only on behalf of the employees 
of a single employer. There is but one 
very unimportant exception to this which 
allows common representation where the 
employees represented are not more than 
100 in number and where the plants 
of the employers involved are less 
than 50 miles apart. Employers may, 
of course, continue to band together. 
And the committee majority, tongue in 
cheek, would tell you that equality of 
bargaining power is promoted by this 
bill. How can they say that when local 
No. 43 of some union, denied the advice, 
support, and resources of its international 
union, will be faced at the bargaining 
table by an association representing mo8t 
of the employers in an industry, with vast 
reserves of economic power. The kind 
of bargaining envisioned by this provi
sion shocks the Anglo-American sense 
of fair play. It sets David against Goliath 
and denies David the stones and slingshot 
which are his only means of defense. 

There are a few reasons which have 
been advanced from time to time for the 
elimination of industry-wide bargaining, 
but whatever may be said for them inde
pendently, they cannot be made to sup
port the drastic action proposed here. 

Not only does this provision ])rohibit 
industry-wide bargaining; it outlaws all 
common representation. It prohibits any 
sort of coordination, liaison, or assistance 
between local and local or between local 
and regional or local and national office. 
Coordination between even the smallest 
of locals is deemed monopolistic by this 
Act. If, indeed, the purpose of the pro
vision is to avoid strikes, its method is 
to destroy collective action. This is its 
theme-no unions, no strikes. 

There is the bona fide belief among 
some that the local is less anxious to 
strike than the international organiza
tion and that strikes may be prevented if 
the bargaining is localized. But ex
perience shows that this is not the case. 
Market-wide and regional bargaining has 
made for stability of labor relations. 
Our conciliators have often found that 
after the locals have failed in their ne
gotiations, representatives of the inter
national unions have then been called 
to assist with great success. The reason 
for this is perhaps because many of the 
locals are untrained or some of them 
may be dominated by radical elements, 
anxious to make trouble. Actually we 
are past the day when collective bargain
ing will yield to the tactics of a David 
Harum horse trade; it requires the tech
nical assistance which can be supplied 
by only the large organizations. 

It is a fact that market-wide collective 
bargaining has proven successful in 
many industries and represents the na
tural t.x:end in bargaining development. 
Both employers and employees have ben
efited from this development and have 
already testified to this effect. Such 
widely varied groups as the pottery and 
glassware industries, the needlework 
trade, shipbuilding, and the maritime 
industries, men's clothing and full
fashioned hosiery have agreed on the 
record that industry-wide bargaining is 
an effective means of securing stability 
and peace in industrial relations. 

Experience has also shown the many 
other decided advantages to the prac
tice which is now sought to be out
lawed. Management has by this means 
been provided with predictables in labor 
costs. Labor is secured from reckless 
and arbitrary wage slashes made without 
regard to its effect on the industry and 
on the Nation. Fair standards in wages, 
hours, and working conditions have been 
promoted and maintained for the benefit 
not only of the wage earners but also of 
the employers. Stabilization of wage 
rates has discouraged unfair competi
tion in wage policies and has strength
ened the economy. 

It must be recognized, by those who 
care to look, that the trend toward mar
ket-wide bargaining is a wholesome, 
normal development in the evolution of 
labor relations. The short-pants era of 
table banging and horse trading is largely 
historical. The developing era is one of 
·intelligent appraisal of the economic 
problems by both sides, requiring the 
wider use of technical assistants, econo
mists, engineers, lawyers, and sociolo
gists. A broader area for collective bar
gaining is for that reason required. Onll' 
on that level can the experts be employed, 
and only on that level can they obtain t.he 
required bird's-eye view of the total 
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situation with its long-term implications. 
Turning back to the tense days at the 
end of the last century cannot obliterate 
this trend. It can result only in worse 
tensions which threaten to obliterate our 
society. 

The growth of the giant corporations 
with their concentrations of control and 
ownership, interlocked through banking 
connections, compelled the labor market 
to develop strong labor unions to restore, 
at least partially, the equilibrium neces
sary to the well-being of this country. 
This was the purpose of the Wagner Act. 
To destroy that act, to destroy these 
unions, to restore the old rules protecting 
the businessman from the risks of the 
game, and to assure· him of all of the 
scores is what this new Labor Relations 
Act proposes. It seeks to regain the lost 
businessman's paradise of the early part 
of this century. Have we forgotten that 
that paradise, like ail things established 
on a basic inconsistency, was bound to 
crash and did crash in 1929 and 1932. 
Are we still fooled by the traditional doc
trine that the worker must be disorgan
ized if business is to be safe? The ma
jority of the committee sponsoring this 
bill honestly believe that this doctrine is 
sound. It is for that reason they have 
declared war. If they prevail we shall 
all lose and it may be too late in the game 
to recover our losses. 

If you are looking to the 1948 cam
paign, if you think yoti have a mandate 
from the people to do this thing, I say 
to you, you are mistaken. I am one of 
the few Democrats who was able to oust 
a Republic::m encumbent who had sat 
here for two terms. I spoke to the peo-. 
pie of my locality as I speak to you to
day. There was no mandate to destroy 
the gains that labor had made through 
the past 10 or 12 years. I think you are 
making not only a serious mistake polit
ically-perhaps that is unimportant
but I say to you, you are breaking the 
back of labor. You are taking away from 
the working men and women of this Na
tion the gains they lmve made for 50 or 
60 years. 

I urge upon the Members of this 
House to view this bill in the light of 
reason, to put aside all prejudice and to 
give it that mature deliberation which 
its importance demands. I sincerely 
trust that an amendment will be offered 
striking from this bill the vicious provi
sions which prohibit industry-wide bar
gaining. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL] 
has expired. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
SNYDER]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not unmindful of the work of the com
mittee which reported H. R. 3020 and 
the exhaustive study they have made of 
problems which affect labor-manage
ment relations. I recognize there should 
be some legislation correcting certain 
ills which exist in our present labor 
laws. Jurisdictional strikes, many sec
ondary boycotts, certain racketeering 
carried on under the guise of union ac
tivity, should be regulated and corrected 
and the general public, whose interest 

all recognize as paramount,. should be 
fully protected. 

I am more than willing to support a 
labor bill which makes certain correc
tions in our labor-management set-up 
and which protects tbe general public. 
One of my chief objections to the pro
posed legislation is its provision to out
law or eliminate industry-wide bargain
ing. Wbat little time I have, I shall 
devote ta: that subject. 

During this debate I have beard the 
various ills of labor-management re
cited-such as secondary boycotts, ju
risdictional strikes, racketeering in vari
ous forms-but none o:f these ills which 
have been recited flow from industry
wide bargaining itself. Therefore, in 
seeking to prevent and eliminate such 
ills and to protect the general public 
from the same, the solution is not the 
outlawing of industry-wide bargaining. 

In the debate on this bill, I have heard 
it stated that the people of the country, 
by their vote last November, expect some 
action to be taken by this House to cor
rect inequities in the industrial field. I 
take no exception to that statement. I 
believe the people of the country do ex
pect and have a right to expect certain 
corrective labor legislation, but I do not 
believe the people of this country ex
pect this House to outlaw industry
wide bargaining.- To my knowledge, no 
candidate announced as a part of his 
corrective program the outlawing of in
dustry-wide bargaining. 

In my judgment, the law should not 
contain any provision favorable or un
favorable to industry-wide bargaining; 
this Is a matter of negotiation between 
the particular industry and the labor em
ployed in that industry. I believe I am 
well within the facts when I state that 
to eliminate industry-wide bargaining 
would largely throw the coal ' industry 
into chaos. Anyone who is familiar with 
the history of the coal industry knows 
that at one time negotiations were based 
at the union level, later at the district 
level, and finally we had industry-wide 
bargaining and industry-wide bargain
ing has brought stability to that industry. 
It has not resulted in monopolistic prac
tices. 

Our free-enterprise system in this 
country cannot thrive in a rigid system 
of contro1. The nature of certain busi
nesses require elasticity. If we put 
rigidity into our labor laws, it wm result 
in dislocations. We have heard during 
this debate that of course there would be 
dislocations-that is to be expected but 
it is necessary for the common good. We 
have some 600,000 coal miners in the 
United States, representing probably 
some six or seven thousand operations. 
The coal industry is important to our 
national welfare, it should not be laid on 
the altar and sacrificed by reason of 
some contingent happening or occur
rence. What will be the result in the 
coal fields in this Nation if we eliminate 
indust:r:y-wide bargaining? We might 
as well face the facts at this time and 
accept the responsibility. With the elim
ination of industry-wide bargaining 
and under the provision of this proposed 
legislation, each union would have to 
bargain directly with the coal operator 
in a particular mine. The coal business 

is highly competitive.. Jobn Jon~ who 
operates a mine, is not going to enter a 
contract with the union and agree to pay 
them a certain amotmt as a mule skinner 
or for loading a ton of ~ until he 
knows what his competitor. who has an 
operation in the same county or an ad
joining county, is going to pay. Conse
quently, there will be no contracts closed. 
The coal will not flow from the mines. 
What then is the remedy? 

There are certain other industries in 
which industry-wide bargaining lends 
itself to our free enterprise s;vstem. I 
sincerely urge the Members of this House 
to make an intelligent study of this pro
vision, think it through and see what the 
inevitable result would be in many of our 
industries. Factories in one section of 
the country will negotiate wage scales 
which will eliminate competition in other 
sections of the country. In writing our 
labor legislation. let us write it in a man
ner which will strengthen our free enter
prise system. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The CHAIP..MAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey has 17 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Cha~ I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvani~ [Mr. CHADWICK). 

Mr. CHADWICK. Mr. Chai~ for 
the short period of only 3 months I have 
had the honor of sharing the responsi
bilities of this body. but up to this time I 
have refrained from addressing t_he 
House. This was largely because the 
matters theretofore before us were ones 
upon which l felt that I had no special 
personal knowledge, beyond that more 
fully available to many of my colleagues_ 

Today it is different; we have before 
us legislation of great import on a sub
ject about which I believe I do know 
something. All of my life I have prac
ticed law, and in an industlial com
munity; and I have observed at closest 
range the changing picture of labor
management relations, bringing us 
where we are now. I am glad therefore 
to have some voice in advancing this 
much needed legislation; and I am grate
ful to the chairman of the Labor Com
mittee for leave to use a little of his time 
to discuss one special aspect of this bilJ. 

But, first may I say, without any sug
gestion of me"te conventional courtesy, 
that the draftsmanship of this bm is o! 
itself a matter for congratulation to that 
committee. When we consider the broad 
field of their investigation, the cornpU
cations which have log-jammed over the 
years, and the unavoidable novelty of 
some of the remedies recommended, and 
then realize, as we must, that these have 
been effectively and logically marshaled 
into a single piece of legislation, wit.h a 
complete continuity of thought, with a 
notable absence of circumlocutions, and 
the legalistic style which mars so mt1ch 
legislative draftsmanship; and finally 
with a general cla1ity of statement which 
scarcely ever falters. I feel this is really 
a magnum opus of legislation, which is a 
credit to its draftsmen, our colleagues 
of the committee. 

I have praised the form of the bill; I 
could praise most of the substance. This 
is, I think, a job we were sent here to 
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do; and a job generally well done. I 
am not in entire agreement with the 
committee; there are several particulars 
in which the bill differs greatly from my 
own individual ideas. I have already 
told my colleagues of the Pennsylvania 
delegation of one of these issues, and 
why I feel as I do. I shall not pursue 
the matter further now, because I want 
to devote these few minutes to another 
aspect, to me the most hopeful and sig
nificant of the whole bill. 

This is the proposal to do away en-
. tirely, and I hope forever, with that ex
traordinary body, the National Labor Re
lations Board. If the bill did only that, 
it would be a grand piece of legislation. 
Doing that, it might vary far more from. 
my other ideas than it does, and it would 
still recommend itself to me. 

I observed the original complexion of 
that Board and have W9.tched it function. 
If I am mistaken in my belief that it is 
the most un-American tribunal ever 
foisted by law on the people of this coun
try, the mistake does not grow out of any 
misappraisal of the 3oard, but must 
rather reflect my ignorance of some past 
malign era of our history which has es
caped my reading. At any rate, I am 
glad I did not have to live and practice 
law under any judicial or quasi-judicial 
administration of public affairs which 
might have been worse than this. 

I know there has been a change, first 
in the personnel and more recently in 
the philosophy of decision, of this ill
omened body. But so far as I am con
cerned, nothing can wipe out the blot 
of the early and vitally important first 
years. Probably nont of us are im
pressed with either the significance or 
the sincerity of deathbed repentances 
of this sort. A tribunal which suddenly 
begins to talk plain commonsense only 
after the people have J.inally roared their 
wrath does not deserve our sympathy, 
consideration, or respect. 

But we came here to bury Caesar, not 
to praise or even unduly blame him. 
This Board was no doubt itself a victim 
of the circumstances. of its conception. 
I suppose the Council of Ten in Venice 
were well-intending gentlemen, too, try
ing to accomplish what they conceived 
to be a wise purpose; but that did not 
help the unfortunates whose names were 
dropped into the lion's mouth, and 
who found themselves marching over the 
Bridge of Sighs, after a farce of a trial 
and a preordained conviction. That is 
what has happened to American employ-

- ers, caught in the toils of this body-this 
extraordinary body and their extraordi
nary coterie of so-called special exam
iners. Thank God their day is appar
ently about done. 

And there is a lesson in all this, Mr. 
Chairman, not merely for these men who 
betrayed and distorted truth itself in 
their excited preoccupation with ideo
logical, if not political, objectives; and 
not merely for the political philosophies 
which bred and nurtured this monstros
ity, but for us of the majority as well. 
And this truth is that in our democracy 
there is and must be a line beyond which 
neither partisanship or the enthusiasms 
of the doctrinaire can be permitted to go 
without endangering not merely the 

schemers' own plans but the essential 
integrity of government. And this line 
should and must not merely protect our 
courts, but our quasi-judicial and policY
making bodies as well. If they cannot be 
first of all completely American in their 
fairness and ~mpartiality, they should not 
exist at all. And in that spirit we should 
all welcome the new Labor-Management 
Relations Board. The pitfalls of their 
problem are written plainly in the rec
ords of their predecessor. But to avoid 
them all they have only to be fair. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire t" the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGANJ. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to H. R. 3020 because it is a bill 
that enslaves labor. The 35,000 members 
of organized labor in my _congressional 
district want no part of the so-called 
new Republican bill of rights for labor. 
In my opinion this bill puts labor back 
to the days of the secret meetings held 
by the old Knights of Labor of 1879. 
Since that time labor has had a hard and 
difficult climb. Many of us from indus
trial regions remember the bloody strug
gle for shorter hours and a liveable wage. 
We also remember the cruelty exercised 
by the large corporations in the way of 
bloodshed by so-called yellow-dog com
pany police. We remember the company 
unions, court injunctions, yellow-dog 
contracts, evictions from homes, bread 
lines, and soup kitchens. 

:t:n this bill, we feel that it is the be
ginning of the march back to the "good 
old Republican days." Yes, gentlemen 
of the majority side, you may pass this 
bill and return the organized worker to 
industrial slavery, but he will rise again 
and demand his freedom by using the 
ball:>~ box in 1948. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. BLATNIK]. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, shortly 
after I arrived in Washington as a fresh
man Congressman and witnessed the 
dozens of antilabor bills dropped in the 
hopper, I began to suspect that there 
were plans afoot to destroy the American 
labor movement. Later I read the vicious 
antilabor propaganda which was cir
culated by irresponsible sections of the 
press and noted the lynch-labor attitude 
of some of my colleagues. Now. after 
reading this bill, H. R. S020, I know that 
my fears were far from groundless. 

The Hartley bil! is not aimed to cor
rect abuses in the field of labor relations 
but is designed to cripple and destroy the 
organizations of the working men and 
women of America. I am shocked that 
such an irresponsible, unjust, and unfair 
proposal should be reported out by sup
posedly responsible Members of Con
gress. 

It is impossible to discuss this hill on 
its merits, because it has no merits. It 
is a patchwork pieced together from all 
the antilabor recommendations made by 
the National Association of Manufactur
ers ·and the various other powerful trade 
associations who look upon labor unions 
as threats to their enormous profits. 
The result indicates complete irresponsi
bility, a lack of understanding of the na
ture· of collective bargaining and labor 

relations, and a callous disregard for the 
rights of wage earners and the living 
standards of the American people. 

I have said, and I repeat, that this bill 
cont9Jn.s every antilabor proposal which 
has been made by the National Associa
tion of Manufacturers. This fact wi1l 
become obvious to every Member of this 
body who troubles to compare the recent 
NAM recommendations with the con
tents of this bill. 

Early in this session I received a leath
er-bound booklet from the National As
sociation of Manufacturers with my 
name lettered in gold on the cover. I 
believe that my colleagues were simi
larly favored. This booklet, entitled 
"Now Let's Build America," contained 
the legislative recommendations of the 
Fifty-first Annual Congress of American 
Industry held last December under NAM 
sponsorship. It may, therefore, be 
looked upon as a statement of the official 
position of the NAM regarding labor 
legislation and other matters. 

I should Hke at this time to point out 
the close parallel between the NAM pro
posals and the provisions of the legis
lation now under consideration by this 
body. 

The very first recommendation of the 
NAM was the amendment of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act and the 
Norris-LaGuardia Anti-Injunction Act. 
These were the NAM's suggestions: 

First. Limitation of collective bar
gaining to the subjects of wages, hours, 
and working conditions; 

Second. Outlawing of jurisdictional 
strikes, sympathy strikes, strikes against · 
the Government, and strikes to force 
recognition of an uncertified union; 

Third. Outlawing of any strike until 
a secret ballot has been taken on the 
latest offer of the employer; 

Fourth. Requirement of approval of 
a strike by a secret ballot and a majority 
of all employees in the plant or bargain
ing unit; and 

Fifth. Banning of mass picketing. 
The Hartley bill covers all of these 

items in the NAM recommendation. It 
limits the subject matter for collective 
bargaining and hence for strikes to a 
narrow field, and excludes such subjects 
as welfare funds, vacation funds, union 
hiring halls, union security provisions. 
appren~~ceship qualifications, assign
ment of work, and many other matters 
which have in the past been dealt with 
through collective bargaining and which 
are of vital interest to the worker. 
Jurisdictional strikes, sympathy strikes, 
and secondary boycotts, are declared 
illegal by the bill. The NAM conditions 
whereby a strike may take place are 
written into the bill when it provides 
that before a strike can take place it 
must be authorized by a majority of all 
men in the plan-not a majority of the 
union-by a secret ballot wherein they 
decide between the employer's last offer 
and the strike. Picketing becomes a 
meaningless gesture unCier restrictions 
written into the Hartley bill. The ef
lect of these provisions alone is virtual 
destruction of the Wagner Act. 

Another NAM proposal is to outlaw 
industry-wide bargaining. Here, again, 
the Hartley bill parallels the NAM 
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recommendation. It not only limits 
collective bargaining to employees of a 
single employer. but it contains pro
visions which would permit the break
up of a union in one plant into separate 
bargaining units. Thus national unions 
would be broken up into hundreds of 
local groups. and formulation of uniform 
wage policies through the Nation woUld 
be rendered impossible. 

The objectives of this proposal are 
clear: by breaking labor unions up into 
tiny segments it will be possible for the 
industrial giants to launch an offensive 
and destroy the organizations of the 
workers piece by piece. End result will 
be sweatshop conditions in many plants 
which will result in unfair competition 
between progressive employers and their 
sweatshop competitors. 

Such a proposal shows a lack of under
standing of the national character of 
American industry, which makes local
ization of collective bargaining impos
sible. It represents an attempt to com
pletely destroy labor unions and is un
fair to most employers. It will result in 
labor unrest and industrial strife. 

A third major NAM recommendation 
reads as follows: 

The monopolistic • • • control over 
the avaUable supply of labor must be ellmt
nated by outlawing the closed shop and every 
other form of compUlsory union membership. 

Once again we find that the Hartley 
bill follows the NAM recommendation. 
It contains provisions to outlaw the 
closed-shop contracts which today cover 
millions of workers. In addition, tt vir
tually destroys all other forms of union
shop and union-security contracts. 
Such provisions completely tgnore the 
fact that union-security contracts have 
a recognized function In modem indus
trial relations and that such contracts 
a.re based upon the principle of major
ity rule and equal sharing of responsi
bilities for benefits received. 

Union-security contracts make for in
dustrial peace. greater efficiency in pro
duction, and fulfillment of contract re
sponsibilities. As Mr. William Green 
recently stated: 

No union can be expected to fulfill a eon .. 
tract if only part of the employees in a 
plant are members of the union and subject 
to its discipline. • • • Those who are 
in the benefits of the union shoUld share in 
Its responsibUity. 

To abolish or discourage union-secu
rity contracts is to pave the way to 
greater industrial strife, cause conflict 
between union and nonunion men, and 
permit unscrupulous employers to use 
stool pigeons, spies, and ·anti unionists to 
destroy labor unions. 

The bill denies to nearly 5,000,000 su
pervisory employees the benefits of col-

' lective bargaining-another NAM sug
gestion. In fact, the hundred and one 
antilabor provisions of this bill simply 
represent a codification of the NAM anti
labor, pro-big-business program. Its 
purpose is to render the American work
ingman helpless in order that he may be 
exploited and plundered by the selfish 
interests who are today making the 
largest prC'fits in American history. Not 
content with corporate profits after 
taxes of $12,000,000,000 in 1946, the ene
mies of labor want to take from the 

worker his only defense-his union-and 
thus destroy his standard of living be
tween the inflated cost of living and a 
depression of wage levels. · 

Mr. Chairman. I want to go on record 
here a.s wholly and completely opposed 
to this bill. In my opinion. it is totallY 
lacking in merit. It contains nothing 
constructive. Its only objective is to 

· cripple, to harass, to punish, and to de
stroy labor unions. Its result would be 
to curtail production. create industrial 
strife, and lower the living standards 
of the American people. 

It is intended to repeal the National 
Labor Relations · Act and the Norris-La
Guardia Act. and to eliminate those pro:. 
visions of the Clayton Act which were 
meant to restrict its application to labor 
unions. It invokes injunctions as a 
strike-breaking technique. It subjects 
labor to the ancient common-law doc
trine of conspiracy-thus turning the 
clock backward for centuries. Only 
those who seek to destroy labor unions 
can honestly support this proposed leg
islation. Only the NAM can rejoice if 
this bill becomes law. 

This bill cannot give America the in
dustrial peace which we all desire. The 
road to industrial peace is to be found 
in a Government poUcy which will eliml
nate the causes of industrial confi.ict. 
The root cause of labor unrest and in
dustrial strife is found in the high cost 
of living, the decrease in Iabor~s real 
wages, the lack of economic security. 
Only a domestic program based on a 
high-wage policy, the lowering of the 
cost of Uving, the expansion of social
securitY coverage, and full production 
and full employment with rising living 
standards can give America industrial 
peace. 

As I studied the Hartley bill, I could 
not help but remember the words of 
Abraham Lincoln: 

All ~hat serves labor, serves the Nation. 
All that harms labor ts treason to America. 
No line can be drawn between the two. H 
any man tells you he loves America, yet 
hate-- labor, he is a liar. 1! any man tells 
you he trusts America, yet fears labor. he 1s 
a fool. There is no America without labor, 
and to fleece the one 1s to rob the other. 

Surely it is high time for the Congress 
to discard its lynch-labor attitude, and 
with mature judgment. and in the spirit 
of Lincoln, reject this irresponsible pro
posal aimed at the destruction of the 
entire American labor movement. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Rhode Island fMr. FoRAND]. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, a vote 
for the bill, H. R. 3020, now under con
sideration will not bring peace in the 
labor-management field. It will, how
ever, bring enslavement to the working 
men and women of America. For that 
reason I am opposed to the bill and will 
vote against it. 

All of us are agreed, 1 am sure, that 
existing labor laws could and should be 
amended to remedy certain evils that ex
perience shows have developed. 

Unfortunately, however. our Republi
can friends are not satisfied with re
moving these evils. Yielding to the pres
sure of the National Association of Man
ufacturers, they are going all out to ·re-

store the employer to the type of throne 
he occupied in the dark days of the yel
low-dog contracts, the days of injunc
tions without hearing, the days when the 
American workingman was a pawn of 
his employer. 

It is the same old story repeating it
self. Under the pretense that this legis
lation is in the interest of the employee, 
and of the public, the proponents of the 
bill are using it as a vehicle to forge 
shackles for the worker. 

The enactment would not only break 
down Nation-wide unions but it would 
break up plant-wide unions into indi
vidual units within the plant. It would 
render these labor units impotent and 
thus subject the individual worker to the 
whims of the employer. It would compel 
him to accept unfair working .conditions 
and wages or to get out. He could not, 
as an individual, force the correction of 
the bad conditions under which he may 
be forced to work. 

H. R. 3020 is a vicious bill and should 
be defeated. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. KARSTEN]. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
bill. It is a voluminous document con
sisting of 68 pages and as it has taken 
me several hours to go through it dur
ing the limited time at my disposal It 
would be impossible to go over the pro
visions of the bill as I should like to. 
My reaction to the bill is that it is a 
great waste of effort. A bill accomplish
ing the same objectives could have been 
written on one page with these words, 
A bill to kill labor. 

Oh, yes; I have seen the so-called bill 
of rights which is supposed to be given 
to labor. Labor's rights under this bill 
are so insignificant I wonder why the 
committee even bothered to mention the 
subject. As I say, the time at my dis
posal is so limited I cannot go over the 
bill as I shoUld like to but I would like 
to point out one of the most singular 

. paragraphs of the majority report which 
appears on page 4 and reads: 

In 1945 approximately 88,000,000 man
days or labor were lost as a result of strikes. 
And this total was trebled In 1946. when 
there were 116,000,000 man-days lost and 
the number of strikes hit a new high of 
4,985. The resUlting loss In national wealth 
is staggering. 

The report does not remlnd Members 
of Congress that more than three-quar
ters of all thOse lost man-days were due 
to the refusal of employers to grant, 
without a strike, wage increase of 18 ¥.z 
cents recommended either by Govern
ment fact-finding boards or the Presi
dent himself, and finally granted by em
ployers after the strikes. Yet these are 
the facts. 

Some Members may say, "Yes; but to 
grant these wage increases price in
creases were needed... In the steel in
dustry a $5 per ton increase was granted 
the industry after th\! wage settlement 
and It was estimated that this was nearly 
tWice as large per ton as the wage in
crease. In the fall of 1946 the OPA re
examined these price increases and found 
that the steel industry, by curtailing the 
production of low-end price items, had 
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actually averaged a $9 per ton increase 
or more than four times the amount of 
the wage increase. The profits of the 
steel industry show this very clearly. 
For example, United States Steel which 
secured profits of $25,900,000 in the last 
6 months of 1945, secured $64,600,000 
in the last 6 months of 1946. Other 
leading steel companies showed even 
larger increases. 

Profits during the year 1946 were ap
proximately $12,000,000,000 after taxes 
compared to $3,900,000,000 average for 
1936-39. These profits reached a rate 
of $15,000,000,000- annually in the last 
quarter of 1946 and for tht first quarter 
of 1947 at the rate of $17,000,000,000, or 
nearly four and one-halt times the 1936-
39 average. Remember that these prof
its were made on top of an 18%-cent 
wage increase in many industries, and 
that this wage increase even at the time 
it was granted did not restore take-home 
pay to 1945 levels. 

I mention these things because they 
are so completely omitted from the ma
jority report or the considerations of 
the proponents of this legislation. I 
think the record shows that these gen- . 
tlemen who profess such a lively interest 
in the public welfare are completely 
neglectful of · the average man and 
woman in the United States today. The 
majority report is full of self-serving 
statements about the interest of its 
authors in protecting the rights of in
dividual workers, "in their relations with 
labor organizations." I believe it is 
amply demonstrated that the authors of 
this legislation are far more concerned 
about protecting the most profitable 
corporations in America against the de
mands and needs of individual workers, 
organized or unorganized. 

As for me, I am outraged by the objec
tives of the authors of this bill. And I am 
alarmed as to the economic effects which 
it is bound to have, not only in the long 
run where its effects cannot fail to be 
disastrous, but in the near future. 

Like many of my colleagues, I am a 
frequent reader of the United States 
News. In this week's issue that weekly 
says: 

It ·is getting near to the time when the 
country will have to learn the economic facts 
of life, when it will discover that every boom 
has its end. 

The article goes on to say that we can 
expect declining prices, declining profits, 
and that unemployment will shoot up. 
This same forecast may be fou-nd in al
most any leading business or financial 
journal. Many of these journals are cau
tioning employers for their own good to 
make moderate wage increases and/or 
at least a token Price reduction. Appar
ently, these journals fear the rise of pub
lic indignation over these unprecedented 
profits, as well they might. 

Like many of the rest of you, I hear 
from my constituents with considerable 
regularitY. More and more of them are 
writing to tell me what inflation is doing 
to them. And more and more of them 
blame this inflation upon the premature 
destruction of price control. Some of 
them admit to me that they were for the 
removal of price controls and voted their 
convictions at the last election, but now 

regret doing so and have learned a lesson. 
They tell me about the cost of fcod, and 
what high prices are doing to their budg
ets and their savings. When I go home 
and talk to my constituents who are wage 
earners, I find that many of them are 
cashing their bonds-not in order to sup
ply themselves with consumer durable 
goods, like refrigerators and washing ma
chines, but to pay the doctor and the 
dentist and even some of them to buy gro
ceries. Yet the United States News tells 
us that there are still a few weeks or a 
few months before the end of the boom. 
Government figures show that the cost 
of living since June of last year has in
creased by 20 percent as of March 1947. 
This is about two-fifths of the total in-' 
crease since 1939, in the space of about 
9 months. The price of the food budget 
has increased much more rapidly in 
these 9 months. A dollar spent in March 
of this year would not buy more food, if 
as much, as the housewife could buy last 
June for 72 cents. 

It now takes $72.52 a week to support 
a family of four at minimum standards 
of health and decency-which is below 
what we like to call the American stand
a.rd of living-according to the Heller 
budget. Government statistics show
United States Bureau of Labor Statis
tics-that the average weekly wage of 
production workers in industry early this 
year was only $45.83 per week: Let me 
underscore the word average, because 1 
want to remind you that half of these 
workers and their families were living 
somehow on less than this average. 

I recite what may seem to some of you 
these dry statistical facts because I want 
you to realize that these are the condi
tions upon which it is proposed to super
impose this legislation. 

I say to you, that if the American peo
ple experience a depression like that of 
1929, they will know where to look when 
they place the responsibility. Granted 
that this legislation is being undertaken 
at the demand of a small group of greedy 
men who are not satisfied with their out
rageous profits and are willing to smash 
the labor movement in order to increase 
both their profits and their control over 
industry. Nevertheless, it is we who are 
today called upon to say whether this 
grab is successful and whether by our 
votes we shall make it so. If we make a 
mistake on this issue, the American peo
ple will hold us responsible. 

This is an enormous responsibility be
cause it means that whereas in 1929 it 
was possible for Congress to say that it 
did not know and could not foresee the 
effect of its economic policies during the 
1920's, we have no such excuse. It 
should be as clear as daylight to us, and 
it will be to the American people, that 
we have greased the skids on the slide 
carrying. the American economy into an
other depression. We gave the car a 
dangerous push last summer and were 
deceived by the fact that the car still 
seemed to be going up. 

Today Congress must decide whether 
we are going to attempt a major repair 
job on the roller coaster of the business 
cycle or whether we are going to give the 
car ·a push down the last and steepest in
cline we ve helped to build. 

The authors of this bill are clearly not 
interested in pushing the American econ
omy steadily uphill to higher living 
standards. They are bent upon estab
lishing monopoly control over the roller 
coaster and taking the American people 
for a dangerous ride. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of the time to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. CELLERL 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve this bill will mark the last rights 
of labor. For example, it provides for 
a cooling-off period, which I think is 30 
days. If anybody needs a cooling-off pe
riod, to my mind the proponents of this 
bill need the cooling-off period. Its au
thors acted in heat and much turbu
lence. Somebody in the cloak room said 
that the bill, as far as labor is concerned, 
is not tough; it is just "Molo-tough." I 
believe it was written with a jaundiced 
eye against labor and by a pen dipped 
in the ink of hatred of labor. It destroys 
the closed shop, so if the bill is passed 
the entire Nation will be checkerboarded 
with closed shops, union shops, non
union shops and company shops, with 
concomitant inequities of wages, hours, 
and conditions of employment. It would 
prevent industry-wide bargaining for 
employees. It would not prevent indus
try-wide bargaining for management. It 
would thus fragmentize labor into small 
units and enable JPanagement to divide 
and conquer. It is rather anomalous that 
the bill exempts from its scope indus
tries covered by the Railroad Labor Act; 
that is, it exempts and permits industry
wide bargaining in case of the railroads, 
air lines, interstate trucks and busses. 
Well, u: industry-wide bargaining is good 
for those industries, why is it not good 
for coal and steel and rubber and other 
industries? It would reinstate the ob
noxious labor injunction and revive the 
so-called yellow dog contracts. I am old 
enough to remember, and many of you 
here are old enough to remember the 
tragedy of the Danbury Hatters case, in
volving the so-called ex parte injunction. 
We would bring back the days of the 
Danbury Hatters. In those days the 
judges, without hearing, issued injunc
tions based upon affidavits of stooges and 
stool pigeons and agents provocateur. 
The abuses in the granting of these in
junctions so aroused the Nation that we 
in 1932 passed the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
which outlawed the granting of ex parte 
injunctions against labor. This bill would 
reinstate those ex parte injunctions 
against labor and would turn the clock 
back and return us to the robber baron 
days and the days of the industrial 
buccaneers. 

It will enable management to make its 
profits primarily out of back-breaking 
hours and reduced wages. 

It treats the human rights of laboring 
men and women f.S if they were inani
mate objects. 

It makes labor subject to antitrust 
laws with criminal penalties and treble 
damages. 

It so hedges strikes as to destroy the 
right to strike and the right of threat 
to strike, which have helped raise wages 
so that today our citizenry has it.1e 
highest purchasing power in the world. 
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It does not go to the root of the evil 

nor attempt to remove the cause of that 
evil which arises out of the high cost of 
living and through economic maladjust
ment. These create industrial strife. 
Strikes are the result and not the cause 
of industrial unrest. 

It revives company unions where man
agement can sit on both sides of the 
table. 

It usurps the police powers of the 
States and tends to increase Federal 
bureaucracy. 

The proponents of the bill have the 
mistaken notion that a bill of this drastic 
character can prevent strikes. No law 
can prevent a strike. Witness the fact 
that we have coal strikes despite prohi
bition against strikes in the Smith-Con
nally Act. The transport workers went 
on strike in England though such strike 
was in violation of an English statute. 

It discourages collective bargaining 
and encourages individual bargaining. 

In union there is strength. Labor 
will now lack that strength because col
lective security is gone. In division 
there is weakness. Labor will now be 
rendered divided, weak, and ineffective. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SEELy -BROWN J. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill eliminates industry-wide bat
gaining. It does so to break up a labor 
monopoly. I hope that either by an 
amendment to this bill, by new law, or by 
the enforcement of existing law we break 
up all monopolies, be they monopolies 
of labor or management. 

In my opinion there is very little dif
ference between a cartel controlling the 
manufacture of a product and the labor 
union controlling the supply of workers . 
who manufacture this product. Monop
olistic power of either type is contrary 
to the best interests of our country. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. NIXON]. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the Members of the House have noted 
with considerable interest the name
calling attacks which have been made on 
this bill. As I have sat here in the 2 days 
of debate J: have been jotting down some 
of the things that have been said. I 
should like to summarize them at this 
time, so that we can find out what the 
real issues of this debate are. 

It has been termed the ''scab labor 
bill," the "kill union bill," the "death 
warrant for labor," "a vicious monstros
ity," "the bill which will bring back the 
sweatshop and the yellow-dog contract," 
a bill which, on the one hand, is a "long_ 
step forward on the road to fascism" and 
on the other hand, "a bill which would 
drive the union-labor movement into 
communism." It is "a bill which was 
rushed through without sufficient time." 
it is "a bil! which was written in smoke
filled rooms by corporation lawyers and 
not by the Members of Congress who 
should have written the legislation." 

It was even suggested that some of the 
newer Members of the House might not 
remember the great contribution that 
was made by labor during the war years. 
On that particular point I should like to 

make this remark: I think the newer 
Members of this House on both sides of 
the aisle know the great contribution 
that was made by labor during the war 
years, the contribution made by the 14,-
000,000 workers who are members of 
unions, the contribution of 35,000,000 
workers who are unorganized and not 
members of unions, the contribution 
made by the millions of farmers, the pro
fessional people, and the businessmen, 
and the contribution as well of the 15,-
000,000 men and women who served in 
the armed forces, men and women who 
had been members of unions and not 
members of unions; who had come from 
positions in management and from the 
ranks of labor. It was a great contribu
tion that was- made by all the people of 
America, and we recognize that. 

That is typical of the kind of attack 
that has been made on this bill today. I 
think it is fundamental as we close this 
debate that we get down to the issues 
that are really involved. Let us remem
ber that the issue in this debate and the 
issue that we are going to decide when 
we vote on this bill is not an issue of 
management against labor; it is not an 
issue of the public against labor; it is not 
an issue of the Republican Party against 
labor, as has been suggested, and I would 
go so far as to say that the issue is not 
that of the Republicans against the 
Democrats, because on both sides of this 
aisle we are going to have, I believe, sub
stantial support for the provisions of 
this measure. 

The issue on this particular legislation, 
I submit to you, is that this Congress 
must recognize that it is time to enact 
a labor bill which is not class legislation, 
but which is in the best interests of all 
the people of America. 

So, what have we done? We have sub
mitted for your approval a bill which 
recognizes the rights of the public and 
the consumer, the rights and responsi
bilities of employers, the rights of union 
leaders, and the responsibility of union 
leaders both to the public and to the 
workers they_ represent. What is most 
important is that this bill recognizes and 
protects the fundamental rights of the 
60,000,000 people in America who work 
for a living and in whose interest every 
piece of legislation which passes this 
House must be written. 

Why was this bill introduced? The 
suggestion has been made that it was 
introduced because a few greedy manop- · 
olists in the National Association of 
Manufacturers and chambers of com
merce decided that they wanted more 
money and, therefore, ordered a bill 
which would allow them to wring the 
last dollar out of the laboring men of 
this country. 

But what are the facts? When this 
Congress convened in January of this 
year it looked back on a record of labor
management strife about which the peo
ple of this country had declared some
thing must be done. We know that. in 
the year after VJ-day we had lost $6,000,-
000,000 in the standard of l~ving in 
America, due to industrial strife. We 
had seen unprecedented force and vio-
lence in labor disputes t the 
country. We had seen by labor 

leaders, abuses which many good labor 
leaders decried and about which they 
said something should be done. We had 
seen, as well, in the labor-management 
field how a few persons, irresponsibh 
leaders of labor, could paralyze the en
tire country by ordering a strike by the 
stroke of a pen. That was the situation 
with which we were confronted when 
this session opened. That is why the La
bor Committee has had these extenSive 
hearings. That is why the committee 
has brought before you a bill which is 
all-inclusive, which goes to the root of 
the evils which have arisen and which 
recognizes and protects the interests of 
all the people in America. 

Now, the suggestion has been made 
that some of those who oppose this bill 
are in favor of some legislation. They 
realize that there are some evils to he 
corrected but they do not like the way we 
have attempted to correct them. They 
think we have covered too many subjects 
in this bill. I imagine that ~hose Mem
bers who have stated this position are in 
accord with the statements made by the 
President in his address to the Congress 
on January 3. He recommended that 
certain steps should be taken. 

I think we should analyze those rec-
ommendations. · 

First of all, he recommended that ma
chinery should be set up providing for 
peaceful settlement of jurisdictional dis
putes, secondary boycotts arising out of 
jurisdictional disputes, and disputes over 
the interpretation of contracts. He rec
ommended a study of all other labor
management problems without action at 

· this time. I wish to point out that if 
this Congress were to limit its action to 
carrying out the President's recommen
dations, we would be acting only on dis
putes which caused less than 5 percent 
of the days lost in strikes in the United 
States during the past 2 years. The peo
ple of America demand and are entitled 
to more action than that. It is the re
sponsibility of this Congress to pass a bill 
which will give the· American people the 
protection. they need from industrial 
strife. 

It has been said that we have drawn 
a bill which recognizes and protects the 
rights of the public. but that in doing so 
we are destroying the rights of labor. and 
turning back the clock of labor reform 
100 years. I think it is well for us to 
bear in mind who are making those 
charges. Are the workers of this coun
try, the members of the unions, object
ing to this bill? Or are the objections 

_ coming only from a few entrenched lead
ers ·of union labor who fear that their 
unrestrained power over the workers of 
America will be curtailed? 

In that connection let us analyze the 
provisions of the bill, having in mind the 
interest of American workers. Do they 
object to the fact that the bill gives the 
right to speak freely in their union meet
ings? Do they object to the fact that 
the bill gives them the right to vote free
ly in democratic elections for their of
ficers and to organize and bargain col
lectively? Do they object to the fact that 
the bill protects their right to strike over 
fundamental issues involving wages, 
hours, and working conditions? Do they 
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object to tbe fa£t that this bill prcmdes 
tbat where two union leade!s are figb\ing 
between them.selves .a,s .to who ill get. 
ibe union dues fro:r;n workers on a par
ticular job,. suth a. di.spute shall not be 
the basis ior a st.tike depriving innocent 

orkas of: their Jobs who have nn inter
est in the. dispute? Do the.y ob.iect to 
the fact that we bave attempied to con
\.rol violence. mass picketing and other 
abuses w.bieb all good union leaders nave 
dec:ried? 

On the contrary the workers. of Am.er
iea nave- a gxea.t stake in the passage a! 
this bill n. has been said that tbe. pub
lic suiEers iiGin strikes~ it has been said 
thai management sutier .. · from stl:fkes~ 
but we. mu.si J'emembe:r tb.at the. man 
wbo s.uiiers most... the man who has. the 
greatest. stake. in industrial peace .. is. Wlt 
~ publi£.. not management., bUt it is 
the man who bas. io go out on strike. 

I submit tG this, House-that the man 
who goes, aut on st:rik:e and who serves 
to lose. mast. by going out should make 
the determination as ta whether he 
should ga out.. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman f:rom California Ilas. exprred. 

14r. HARTLEY. Mr. Chail:tna.n. I 
yield tbe genUeman ane-haJf minute 
additional 

Mr. NIXON. So we have p:rovided 
- t:nat that de.aiskln to sf.l:ik.e will be made,. 
not. in the sumptuous. quarters. or a labor 
baron in the Carlton Hot.e!; not in some 
smoke-fiiied ~:aom.. as the gentlemen 
have seen fit. to descn"be It,. wheie Iabor 
leaders get together and by the make 
a:C a. pen,. decide the fate of nWlions of 
wozkers.. but by-a. secret ballot by a IIUlt-
jority of all employees rn the plant 
affected. 

Iri. the year 1215 King John at Runny
mede granted sovereign power to the 
barons at England. Centuries later a. 
bill of rights was _ granted to the fndf
Vid.ual citizens of England. protecting 
them against the irresponsible power of 
their rulers.. In 1935 the New Deal Con
gress enacted the National Labor Rela
tions Act wbich granted unrestrained 
sovereign power over the workers. of 
Amedca. t.o. the. hai:ans or union labor. 
Now,. I submit it. is the responsibility 
and the appo:rtunity of this Congress. to 
grant to- Amencan workers their bill of 
.rights. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman. from Caiifor(I.ia. has again 
expired.. 
. Mr~ HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman. I 
yie!d the ba!a.nce of my time .. ane-Ila.l,( 
minute, to the gentleman from Texas 
rMr. THOliCASl and r ask unanimous con
sent that he may proceed aut of order. 

The CHAmMAN. IS there objection 
to tl:re request of the gentleman. from 
New .Jersey? 

There was na obJection. 
Mr.THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Chair-

man, I rise at thfs time to announce to 
the Honse that a very few minutes. ago, 
at Te-X3S City, Tex., on the Gulf coast, a 
Prench nitrate ship exploded and it, fn 
tmn, exploded a .high-octane tanker, and 
as a result of ·those two explosions a 
big ehemical plant ble-w up._ Between 
200 and "100 are known to be dead-now. 
I am fmtJrer advised that the Red CroSs 

XC'.ln:---ZK -

bas declare a nauonal· emergency, and 
they are IGing nurses and oocto1s h:om 
all over the oounuy to the seene. of that. 
horrible disaster. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time on gen.
eml debate. bas expi:zed. 

Before the Clerk .reads. the Chair 
wishes to state t.ba.i seclion lGl, which 
begins on page ~ and e-xtends. ovez to 
page 31, will be read and considered as 
one section and. open to amendment. afte-r 
reading. 

The CleJlt ill .rea.d. 
Tbe Clerk read as.fall"ws: 
Be ij. e:IUI.Ckd., e:te.-
SHOR'l" TJTI.l!' ~l'm' DECLARA'!'IOl'f 01' PCUCY 

SECTION 1. (a) This act may be cited mr 
the- "'LeiJor-Managemen.t ReJa twns; Aet-..l!H"l. '' 

(b) ID:dustna.l stnfe wbim Interferes with. 
the norn:Jak ibw of. eommeue am with the 
:run productiQn ot artieles and comill.Qdfties 
for cmnmerce.. can he. a.'loided 01' substanua!ly 
minimized 1£ empiojers. emp!ayees, and ratrar 
org;:~.n!zatfons each recognfze under Yaw one 
another's" legffimate rig'Jrts' m their relatkms 
Wfth eacb othft', and, above all, recag::ulze 
\J.lKfer Ia w tl!at neither party )las anJ' right 
m tts r:ela.tlons wtt11: oy aftla to engage. in. 

• ae1s- or pnactiee& whicll1eopucti2:e \he ~ 
health, saf~t.y. a. ur...aeat.. 
It is \he. pmp.os.e and. pciicy a1 this. act, 

ln order to promote the rurr trow of' com
merce, to pres-cribe the legitimate rights' ot 
berth employees and employers. in their rela
Ucms. a1leeUDg' COIDDlei'Ce', to prmide orderly 
IIDcl pe&£efnl pm:x:eduns fez )Jft'ftnUDg tbe 
brterfee:nce by eiiber witb 1be legltimaie. 
rights of the other, to protect the. lig.h.t& ot: 
indi'lidual employees in their relatfons: w:ith 
Ia.bar organfza:ttomr Wha!'e' activft:fes- affect 
commerce, to encotrrage" the peaeef'uJ setUe
men·; r1 labor di~tes aifeeUng commerce 
by ghing the emplosreea themselws a dilect. 
voi£e 1n the bGpbllng arrangemenm wiih 
their empkJJf4U, to 4eflne- lind prQSCtibe 
praclices: on the: J)'U\ o:1 ~ and m.an.age.
:ment which atre.ct commerce and' are inim!cal 
to the general weifare.. end ta protect the 
rights or the publte fn connectfan wfth labor 
dfs-putes a1reeting commerce,_ 

Mr. ROONEY, Mr. Cha!rman .. I move 
1iG strike. out \he last ward.. 

Mr. Chairman, 3 weeks. aga when t.1:Us 
H.ou.se was. oon.sidering Ute annual ap..
p;rcpdation bill for the ~001' Depa.rt.
ment-Pederal Seau:ity Agency l eau
ticmed tbe Republi£an ma.jori.t.y to sto:p.. 
look,. and listen before tbey proceeded to 
emasculate tile- Labm Del)al'imen.t. by 
u.sing a nieat ax: on the apprOJ>riatiODS 
requested fo:r the proper functioning of 
that. Yital agency. But. fue maiodt.y's 
antilabor steam roller was well oiled. 
just as it is today. It. saw :iii,. practic'ally 
to a. man,. to deny adequate funds fo.r- the 
proper functioning oi the Go.vernmeni. 
bw:eans hich nave: the Iesponsibinty 
for minimmng and red\leing labor dis
putes_ and ior imllisbing data on laboz 
condiiions tbrougbout am country. 

lmmetiiately after that. the majority 
brought to this ftoor from committee a 
tax bill wbicb would gmnt less relief to 
the wage and salary earners in the lower 
income. brackets than to indiYiduals in 
the ealibier categones at a iime when 
common sense dictates e sbould first be 
concerned with :reducing our huge 'na
Uonal debt c:reai.ed as the remit of the 
war. 
. ow our RepubDean Mends must ac
cept, dJe dubious hono.r ot. briDgin"g ·be
fore us tbis unfair labor-bill, tbis Piece 

at legislative chicanery which seeks to 
deny working men and women the basic 
ngbts· of organization and corrective ac
tion; a hill which is delihe.rateiy designed 
to lay lo: organized labor and decent 
lbing standards and to tUJn the. eca
nGmic. clock far back.. 

These three pieces. of legis.Ia.tion... to
gether with tbe fact that- the cost of 
living today has terribly advanced due 
to abandonment. of price ceilings at the 
most Cl'Ucial moment in the :reconversion 
pel'iod, are depressing the living stand
ards or oo.aoo.aaa of our people who earn. 
their biead by the sweat of theil: b.rows. 

Cannot we who. hate communism real
ize. that a. bill shackling Iabo:r such a.s 
H. R- 3Q2Q. gives the Communists ammu
nition for the guns they aim at the de
stl:uc.tion of our country? Cannot we 
:realize. that. the Cammuni.S.ts. are the 
enemies of labor and the working class 
and have as. their objective nat the wen
being of labor but the hopeless exaggera
\ion of class conflicts. and the. undermin
ing of our American economy? Cannot 
we &ee how ihey will exploit this nefari
. ous antiiahW' bill fa:r theii revoiu.tionary 
purposes'! 

.lames Burnham paints out in his ar
ticle entitled ~'The Goal of Soviet Policy" 
published in the current Issue of Ameri
can Mercury that-

Within the United states. tbe. Communls.ts 
ucuse and explolt. every divisfve poS&I."billt:r~ 
Lal:lm agamat. capital, big business. agafns:t 
nttle. business, cro against AF'L, farmem 
against- btlsfnessmen, Negroes against whites:, 
C!n'istfans agafnst Jews, Protestants ~ 
C&tbollcs, landlords agaJns:t tenants, 101"
eign-bcrn agafnst JJ&tlno-bOYD.p South against 
llorth, unemplo,-ed agamat emplG]ed
wherever there is a potential rift in the na
tional :We,, the. Communist. tactic 1& to deep
en a.nd tear that rift. 

Mark my -,nrds: This bill will create 
the deepest rlft we bave ever bad in our 
national life. You will creaie a field daY 
tor the Red Pascis.ts. 

If there were no other reason l ould. 
vote against the pending bill because it is 
aimed direetJy at fue present strike of 
MG,OOO telephone wmkers., 99% percent 
of whom are fine,. decent Ameri
can citizens.. You will not find ~J' 
"Commies'" among them. Why .sbouid 
th~y be denied the right, to protest the 
impossible rise in tbe cost of Hving due to 
the greed of big: business: or the right to 
see1r a decent Jiving: wage from companies 
wbieb, wbile bloated witb profits.. bave 
been notorious for the low salari.es paid 
their employees~ As one M.ember of 
Congress bo is thoroughly in sympathy 
witb them. in tbeir fight for a fair in
C'l'ease in pay and better conditions l 
feel tbat: r would be Jetting tbem down 
jf I were to vote for this negative and 
puniti-ve legislation.. drafted., if you 
p ~ by a Republican majority and 
some highly paid corporation lawyers 

ho were w k:ind as to assist, :right here 
in the Capital., without charge. our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
Wbat a job these obliging big business 
lawyers have done for the Chrysler Corp. 
and the National Associa: ion of Manu
facturers. 

Mr. Chairman, . fs it good sense to aid 
aDd advocate h'berty for other peoples. of 
the orld and ·at Ole &ame time subject 
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labor here in our own country to oppres
sive and arbitrary restraints? If we as a 
nation are to survive, if our American 
system of government is to continue to 
function, labor must be free. Sure, labor 
has many faults. But are we going to 
roast a pig by burning down the house? 

The pending hastily prepared and too 
hastily considered bill, containing 66 
pages, would not only destroy the rights 
and protections given to labor during 
the past 50 years but would deliber
ately take the very laws intended for 
protection of working men and women 
and turn those laws around and aim 
them at destroying organized labor. It 
would not only remove protections 
against antilabor injunctions and unfatr 
labor practices of employers, it would 
deliberately create new kinds of restric
tions, new kinds of injunctions that were 
unheard of a half century ago. It would 
reintroduce over a wide area penalties 
and judicial procedures which have been 
banned by the Congress for many, many 
years. 

Since the development of the labor in
junction in the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century, there has long been 
widespread opposition to its sweeping use 
in labor disputes. It is generally re
garded as having broken the back of 
the Pullman strike in 1894, and with 
crippling unjustly the legitimate activi
ties of labor unions in many cases since. 
After widespread objection to the misuse 
and abuse of judicial power in the labor 
injunction, the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
was passed and signed by President 
Hoover in 1932. Section 12 (c) of this 
bill would in effect virtually repeal that 
act. 

Although seemingly limited .to cer
tain types of cases, the so-called unlawful 
concerted activities, the effect of labor 
injunctions would go far beyond these 
situations, and hamstring many other 
activities. Ordinarily, a temporary in
junction is obtained by one party going 
to court and showing that there is rea
sonable ground to believe that illegal 
activities are in process or may be pend
ing, and that these activities would cause 
him great harm. In this temporary re
straining order, a time is set for a full 
hearing of both sides, a possibility which 
is largely illusory, since in most labor in.: 
junctions, the matter cannot be carried 
through to such a final determination. 
In other words, in practice, the tempo
rary injunction, issued when only one 
side has been heard, decides the issue by 
throwing the weight of the Government 
on one side of a complicated economic 
dispute, without giving the other side a 
chance to be heard. This was clearly 
recognized when the Norris-LaGuardia 
Act was enacted. But this bill would turn 
the clock back of 1932 when that law be
came effective. 

This bill would turn the clock back to 
and beyond the early 1920's when in a 
single strike, more than 300 injunctions 
were issued, in some cases of such sweep
ing character that persons in no way 
connected with the union were affected 
with severe restrictions on their freedom 
to speak as they chose. 

This bill would turn the clock beyond 
1914. In that year Congress passed the 
Clayton Act, which recognized that the 

Sherman Antitrust -Act had been passed 
to restrict monopolistic business prac
tices and was not a suitable instrument 
in dealing with other types of organiza
tions. The Sherman Antitrust Act pro
vided a penalty of triple damages, a type 
of penalty designed for, and when en
forced, particularly appropriate for mo
nopolistic practices of business. Al
though this device was intended to curb 
such practices, I know of no instance 
where the application of this penalty to 
a business concern has caused its failure. 
The imposition of this penalty against 
union activity has, however, killed unions 
affected, such as the Danbury hatters 
local. 

With reason, the late Samuel Gompers 
termed the Clayton Act labor's "magna 
carta upon which the working people 
will rear their constitution of industrial 
freedom." With reason, the American 
Federation of Labor after 1908 began 
consistently to support those who would 
confine the Sherman antitrust law to its 
proper sphere of activity. With reason, 
the American Federation of Labor has 
supported those who would give the 
workingman a right to be heard, by curb
ing the injunction, which in practice 
usually denies him that right. 

Instead, labor organizations have 
joined with fair-minded employers to 
urge the expansion of mediation services 
which do afford all parties such an op-
portunity. _ 

This bill would do harm, however, to 
the Conciliation Service by divorcing it 
from the Department of Labor, in spite 
of the fact that the Secretary of Labor 
would continue to be primarily :responsi
ble for handling labor disputes, and in 
spite of the recent Reorganization Act, 
which Congress approved to continue and 
extend his powers along this line. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been deeply dis
turbed by the short-sighted tactics of 
this Congress jn dealing with problems 
of labor. This bill would subject ·each 
local to the possibility of constant and 
minute surveillance with respect to its 
financial statements, the reasonableness 
of all assessments or dues, the adequacy 
of freedom of expression, and the fair
ness of the conduct of the local's affairs. 
These terms are not defined, but, never
theless, infraction of these general ob
jectives might carry severe penalties. 
I know the House would not accept such 
close supervision of business practices, 
methods, and policies, and I think we 
should be fair and not subject labor to 
a gestapo-like scrutiny. · 

There appears to be a very evident 
determination on the part of this Con
gress to increase the discontent of Amer
ican workers by denying them in a whole
sale fashion the rights under the Na
tional Labor Relations and Fair Labor 
Standards Acts which they have strug
gled so hard to achieve. Mr. Chair
man, I firmly believe that if the stand
ard of living of the American worker 
were generally known abroad, and the 
freedom in conjunction with his fellow 
workers which he now enjoys were also 
known, much . of the lure which totali
tarian doctrines might have would tend 
to disappear. And I believe just as 
firmly that the policy embarked on in 
this Congress of wrecking labor rights 

would dim that light of freedom and 
opportunity which we in America should 
continue to show the world. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, in this bill, as I said a 
moment ago, we do away with national 
industry bargaining. That is, we do 
away with it on one side of the table and 
not on the other side of the table. No
body has ever tried to stop management 
from organizing into boards of trade or 
chambers of commerce; nobody has tried 
to stop anybody who is a manufacturer 
from joining the National Association of 
Manufacturers, which is designed to pro
tect management's collective judgment 
and interest. There are 2,300 chambers 
of commerce in this country and about 
2,000 interstate trade associations. The 
National Association of Manufacturers 
speak for about 50 trade associations 
covering about 70,000 corporations. 

With this bill, on the one hand we 
deny the right of the unions to bargain 
collectively over the national area, but 
we do not do that for management, on 
the other hand. They can band to
gether as the American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. can band together with 
its subsidiaries and indicate to labor 
what it wishes, but labor cannot indicate 
to management on an industry-wide 
basis what it wants and desires. 

This bill, in short, would forbid the 
existence of national unions and would 
break every one of our national union or
ganizations like the international unions 
of the AFL and the CIO into a series 
of small, ·weak, local organizations. 
There is something rather hypocritical 
about this. 

When the unions first started to or
ganize in major industries they were 
only able to organize one plant at a time. 
When they bargained with the employer 
for a single plant the answer was given 
that these demands could not be met for 
the single plant alone because they were 
matters of general policy affecting the 
entire corporation or the entire industry. 
So the unions organized the entire cQr
porations. Then in industry after in
dustry the reply was given: "Why make 
us the guinea pig? Why should we be 
asked to pay more than our competitors? 
Why is not this demand made on our 
competitors as well as on u.s?" And 
as recently as 1945 and 1946 this was 
the complaint, for example, of General 
Motors Corp. when it was the only auto
mobile manufacturer involved in a strike. 
So the unions organized the competitors 
of General Motors Corp. Now the cry is 
"Go back to the separate employers and 
take them one at a time." In that way 
you fragmentize these national unions 
and render them impotent and useless 
and so weak as almost to cause them to 
fold up. 

What will happen when we have these 
weak unions scattered throughout the 
country? There will now be competi
tion to lower wages among the compet
ing units of a given industry. There 
will be competition to make condi
tions of employment more burdensome. 
There will be competition to increase the 
hours of employment. That is the very 
reverse of the policy that has been enun-
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ciated in this chamber for the last two or 
three decades. 

I do not want to go back to that kind 
of condition. Unless we have strong 
unions then the laboring man and the 
laboring woman will come on evil days. 
This bill, to the extent that it weakens 
these unions, will make conditions of the 
laboring man and the laboring woman in 
this country most insufferable, and I 
therefore ask that this bill be defeated 
for that reason, and for many other 
rea.sons. Our economic structure rests 
on high production and lower prices 
achieved through competition. But we 
do not mean and could never mean that 
there should be competition as to who is 
to establish the worst working conditions. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. OWENS. Ha.s not the gentleman 
noticed, by reference to section 9, which 
relates to utilities, that where there is 
competition it is possible for the unions, 
all of them, to deal Nation-wide with 
such industries, or in the case of steel 
companies, to which the gentleman re
ferred--

Mr. CELLER. I refuse to yield fur
ther. I yielded for a question. 

Mr. OWENS. I thought the gentle- till 

man yielded for a question. 
Mr. CELLER. I want no limitation 

on industry-wide labor bargaining. If 
it is good for one, it is good for all. The 
exceptions in this bill have so many loop
holes as to be valueless. 

Millions of workers now work in closed 
shops. Destruction of the clOsed shop 
principle would create nothing but 
havoc. We would have some people 
working in closed shops and some in open 
shops. That would mean chaos. 

The closed shop is nothing more nor 
less than a medium to protect the secu
rity of the worker in labor unions. It. 
can only exist by agreement between 
labor and management. The closed shop 
is the result of the justified fear of labor 
after a long history of bitter experience 
that taught labor the employer would try 
to undermine, corrupt, and dissolve union 
organization by open shops, company 
unions, and the use of stooges and spies. 
The closed shop has been highly success
ful in many industries-the construction 
industry, A. F. of L.; the Amalgamated 
Clothing Workers, CIO; the Interna
tional Ladies' Garment Workers. 

Break the closed shop and you return 
clothing and garment industries to form
er sweat-shop conditions. Outlawing the 
closed shop would open the door to rack
eteers and Communists in the absence of 
disciplinary power accorded the unions 
by closed-shop arrangements. 

The closed shop does not prevent the 
right of any individual to work. Union 
labor fought unceasingly-when nonun
ion labor was completely complacent-to 
outlaw the evil of the employer blacklist, 
yellow-dog contracts, and ex parte labor 
injunction which were violations of the 
right to work. There is no reason at all, 
morally or in common decency, why 
labor and management should not be al
lowed to enter into the closed-shop 
-agreement which says that those who 
seek jobs in the plant must joint the un• 

ion in order to qualify. The closed shop 
presently cannot be had save by the vote 
and will of the majority -of workers. 
They have a right to join together tore
fuse to be associated with an individ
ual whom they consider a free rider. 
Similarly, the employer ha.s the right to 
exclude the applicant who wants tore
main nonunion or antiunion and whore
fuses to conform with the terms of em
ployment and who would disrupt plant 
management and production. The non
union man could still work. There are 
many nonunion shops. 

Furthermore, the union ha.s created 
great benefits, including increased wages, 
better working conditions. The worker, 
therefore, should be compelled to pay 
dues to the union that brought about 
those benefits. . There should be no free 
riders. A closed shop does not mean a 
closed union which bars new members. 
This is rank deception. The doors of the 
trade-unions are always open to new 
members. 

To get a better understanding of labor 
conditions today we must consider the 
entire labor picture, beginning with the 
war. We must also consider the post
war psychosis of all our people. After 
any war there is a release of tempers, 
bad manners, and uncertainties. Work
ers came out of the war tired from the 
long workweek and from the suspense. 
First, there were the lowered living 
standard conditions because overtime 
pay and the higher wages ~ere ended. 
Second, many lost their jobs when war 
plants closed, and they were afraid that 
they would not be reemployed. Many 
se.gments of management felt that the 
time was ripe to destroy the effectiveness 
of labor unions, and the general Ameri
can give and take, because of frayed 
nerves, was missing. Things got out of 
hand and there were strikes. Grievances 
accumulated. Both labor and manage
ment during the war were able to run 
to boards with their grievances. Deci
sions were made and there was no need 
for collective bargaining. Management 
and labor are compelled now to relearn 
the need for free collective bargaining. 
They are relearning, and work stoppages 
this year were far less than last year. 
They are the lowest since V J -day. Free 
collective bargaining can work. Any 
form of compulsory arbitration or super
machinery for the disposition of labor 
disputes _will frustrate rather than in
crease industrial peace. 

Philip Murray, president of the CIO, 
stated recently: 

In 1946 the CIO Steelworkers Union cooled 
off for 14 weeks. The CIO auto workers 
cooled off for a similar period. CIO electri
cal workers cooled off for over 2 months. 
The cooling off didn't work. In each case 
our CIO unions accepted the Government's 
compromise proposals, but were forced into 
a long strike to make management accept 
those compromises. W11l mere cooling off 
prevent strikes? I know it will not. 

Antilabor legislation calls for the em
ployees to observe a waiting period before 
striking. This might be analogous tore
quiring employers to observe a waiting 
period before closing down their plants. 
But neither the National Labor Relations 
Act nor any general law so obligates em
ployers-and on this last point reference 

to the Railway Act 1s not apropos, be
cause there the waiting period imposed 
on workers is matc!1ed by the obligation 
of the public utility not to stop the run
ning of the trains. 

In all this discussion on labor, what is 
forgotten is that labor is not an inani
mate mass. We are concerned here with 
human beings, individuals entitled to a 
living wage for themselves and their dear 
ones. They do not want strikes. Strikes 
hurt them as much, if not more, than 
management. Like the rest of us, they 
want peace. There is too much at stake 
for them. Strikes mean months of idle
ness, and, in many cases, want. The 
workingman must depend on his salary; 
he has no security beyond that, and no 
absolute guaranty of the continuance of 
his salary. The average annual indus
trial wage throughout the country is a 
little over $40 per week, and it is a con
stant struggle to maintain and achieve 
decent working conditions and fair living 
standards and a more than subsistence 
wage. Instead, a picture is painted for 
the public of a huge overwhelming labor 
giant grasping for power. Members of 
the working class are Americans, seeking 
a better way of life, with a fair degree of 
comfort, with the means of education for 
their children, and security in old age 
and protection for the American home. 
Consider, then, carefully, the harsh leg
islation that is being propos~d in the 
light of ·che accomplishments and aims of 
our unions. 

It is well to remind labor baiters and 
some tire-eating antilabor commentators 
and editors, as well as the proponents of 
this bill, who want laws forbidding 
strikes, that both the London transport 
strikes and the United States coal strike 
were forbidden-the first by British law, 
the second by the Smith-Connally Act. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read a.s follows: 
TITLE- I-AMENDMENT OJ' NATIONAL LABoB 

RELATIONS ACT 

SEC. 101. The National Labor Relations Act 
ts hereby amended to read as follows: 

"POLICY 

"SECTION 1. It Is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the United States to elim1nate the 
causes uf certain substantial obstructions 
to the free flow of commerce and to ~tigate 
and eliminate these obstructions when they 
have occurred by providing means for pro
tecting the rights of employers, employees. 
and trelr representatives in their relations 
one With the other, and for preventing the 
commission by either of unfair labor prac
tices. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"SEC. 2. When used 1n this act-
"(1) The term 'person' includes one or 

more individuals, partnerships, associations, 
corporations, labor organizations, legal rep
resentatives, trustees, trustees in bankruptcy, 
or recJivers. 

"(2) The term •employer' includes any per
son acting as an agent of an employer, di
rectly or indirectly, but shall not Include 
the United States or any instrumentality 
thereof, or any State or political subdivision 
thereof, or any person subject to the Rail
way Labor Act, as amended from time to 
time, or any labor organization (other than 
when acting as an employer), or anyone act
Ing In the capacity of omcer or agent of such 
labor organization, or any corporation, com
munity chest, fund, or foundation organized 
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and operated exclusively for religious, char
itable, scientific, literary, or educational pur
poses, or for the prevention of cruelty to 
children or animals, no part o:t the net earn
ings of which inures to the tene:fit of any 
private shareholder or individual, and no 
substantial part of the activities of which 
is carrying on propaganda, or otherwise at
tempting to influence legislation. 

"(3) The term 'employee' shall include any 
employee and shall not be limited to the 
employees of a particular employer, unless 
the act explicitly states otherwise, and shall 
include any individual who has been dis
c!larged by his employer where such dis
charge constitutes an unfair labor practice 
under section B (a) and who has not ob
tained £ny other regular and substantially 
equivalent employment, and shall also in
clude any individual whose work has ceased 
a~ a consequence of a labor dispute (unless 
such individual has been replaced by a regu
lar replacement, or has obtained other regu
lar and substantially equivalent employment, 
or is receiving unemployment compensation 
from any State), but shall not include any 
indi7idual employed as a supervisor, or in 
the domestic service of any family or person 
at his home, or any individual employed 
by his parent or spouse, or any individual 
engaged in agricultural labor (as defined in 
section 1426 (h) of the Internal Revenue 
Code) · or any individual employed by any 
person other than an employer as herein de
fined, or any individual having the status 
of an independent contractor. For the pur
poses of this paragraph, a 'regular replace
ment' means an individual who replaces an 
individual whose work has ceased · as a con
sequence of a labor dispute, 1f the duration 
of his employment is not to be determined 
with reference to the existence or duration 
o.f such labor dispute. 

"(4) The term 'representative' includes 
any individual or labor organization. 

"{5) The term 'labor organization' means 
any organization of any kind, or any agency 
or employee representation committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grleva ces, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or conditions o:t 
work. 

"{6) The term •commerce' mean-: trade, 
tram~. commerce, transportat!on, or com
munication among the several States, or be
tween the District of Columbia 'or any Ter
ritory of the United States and any State or 
other Territory, or between any foreign coun
try and any State .. Territory, or the District of 
Col'".lmbia, or within the District of Columbia 
or any Territory, or between points in the 
same State but through any other State or 
any Territory or the District of Columbia or 
any foreign country. 

"(7) The term 'affecting commerce.' means 
in • :lmmerce, or burdening or obstructing 
commerce or the free flow of commerce, or 
having led or tending to lead to a labor 
dispute burdening or obstructing commerce 
or the free flow of commerce. 

"(8) The term •unfair labor practice' means 
any unfair labor practice listed in section 8. 

"{9) The term 'Labor-Management Rela
tions Board' means the Labor-Management 
Relations Board created by section 3 o:t this 
act. 

"(10) The term 'Administrator' means the 
Administrator of the National Labor Rela
tions Act provided for in section 4. 

" ( 11) The terms 'bargain collectively' and 
'collective bargaining• as applied to any dis
putes between an employer and his em
ployees or their representative, means com
pliance with the following minimum re
quirements: 

"{A) If an agreement is in et!ect between 
the rarties providing a procedure for adjust .. 
ing or settling such disputes, following sucll 
procedure, 

"(B) If no such agreement is in etrect, 
complying with the following proced\re: 

"(i) receipt of any proposal or counterpro
posal of the other party; 

" ( 11) discussion of such proposal and any 
counterproposal at a conference with the 
other party held at a time mutually agreeable 
to the parties or, in the absence of such an 
agreement, within a reasonable time after 
such receipt; 

"(iii) continued discussion of the matters 
in dispute at not less than four separate 
additional conferences with the other party 
held within the 30-day period following the 
initial conference, unless agreement is sooner 
reached; 

"(iv) if agreement is reached, putting such 
agreement in writing; 

"(v) if agreement is not reached by the 
end of such 30-day period, complying with 
the requirements of clause (vi) before au
thorizing, conducting, or participating in 
any lock-out or strike in connection with 
such dispute; 

"(vi) the following requirements shall be 
applicable as a condition of authorizing, con
ducting, or participating in, any lock-out or 
strike in connection with the dispute: 

" (a) The collective-bargaining· representa
tive shall notify the Administrator of its 
desire to have a strike vote conducted in con
nection with the dispute; 

"{b) Within 5 days thereafter, such repre
sentatl.ve shall inform the employees in wr!.t
ing of the issues in the dispute and the rep
resentative's position thereon. Copies of 
such statement shall be sent by registered 
mail to the employer and to the Adminis- ' 
trator; 

"(c) The Administrator shall promptly 
notify the employer of the representative's 
request for the strike vote; 

•• (d) The employer shall have a reason
able time, fixed by the Administrator, to in
form the employees of the issues and his 
position thereon, and of his last offer of set
tlement. Copies of such statement shall be 
sent by registered mail to the representative 
and to the Administrator; 

"(e) Within a reasonable time thereafter, 
the Administrator shall, after due notice to 
the parties, provide for a secret ballot of the
employees in the bargaining unit concerned 
on the question whether such employees de
sire to reject the employer's last offer of ~et
tlement, and to strike; 

"(f) The ballot shall be conducted in such 
manner as may be mutually agreed upon by 
the parties, or, in the absence of such agree
ment, conducted and supervised by or under 
the direction of the Administrator; 

"(g) The ballot shall read: 'Shall the em
ployer's last offer of settlement of the cur
rent dispute be rejected, and a strike be 
called?' 

"{h) A lock-out or strike may not be au
thorized or conducted unless in such secret 
ballot a majority of the employees in the 
bargaining unit concerned vote to reject 
the employer's last offer of settlement, and 
to strike. 
Such terms shall not be construed as re
quiring that either party reach an agreement 
with the other, accept any proposal or coun
terproposal either in whole or in part, submit 
counterproposals, discuss modification of an 
agreement during its terms except pursuant 
to the express provisions thereof, or dis
cuss any subject matter other than the fol
lowing: (i) Procedures and practices relating 
to wage rates, hours of employment, and 
work requirements; (ii) procedures and 
practices relating to discharge, suspension, 
lay-oft', recall, seniority, and discipline, or to 
promotion, demotion, transfer and assign
ment within the bargaining unit; (iii) con
ditions, procedures, and practices governing 
safety, sanitation, and protection of health 
at the place of employment; (tv) vacations 
and leaves of absence; and (v) administra• 

tive and procedilral provisions relating to 
the foregoing subjects. 

" ( 12) The term •supervisor' means any in-
dividual-'- · 

"(A) who has authority, in the interest 
of the employer- · 

"(i) to hire, transfer, suspend, lay oft, re
call, promote, demote, discharge, assign, re
ward, or discipline any individuals employed 
by the employer, or to adjust their griev
ances, or to effectively recommend any such 
action; or 

"(ii) to determine, or make effective rec
ommendations with respect to, the amount 
of wages earned by any individuals employed 
by the employer, or to apply, or to make ef
fective recommendations with respect to the 
application of, the factors upon the basis of 
which the wages of any individuals employed 
by the employer are determined, 1f in con
nection with the foregoing the exercise of 
such authority is not of a merely routine or 
clerical nature, but requires the exercise 
of independent judgment; 

"(B) who is employed in labor relations, 
personnel, employment, police, or time-study 
matters or in connection with claims matters 
of employees against employers, or who is 
employed to act in other respects for the 
employer in dealing with other individuals 
employed by the employer, or who is em
ployed to secure and furnish to the employer 
information to be used by the employer in 
connection with any of the foregoing; or 

"(C) who is given by the employer infor
mation that is of a confidential nature, and 
that is not available to the public, to com
petitors, or to employees generally, for use 
in the interest of the employer. 

"(13) The term 'sympathy strike' means a 
strike against an employer, or other con
certed interference with an employer's opera
tions, which is called or conducted not by 
reason of any dispute be~ween the employer 
and the employees on strike or participating 
in such concerted interference, but rather by 
reason of either (A) a dispute involving an
other employer or other employees of the 
same employer, or (B) disagreement with 
some governmental policy. 

"{14) The term 'illegal boycott' means a 
concerted refusal, or threat of a conce1·ted 
refusal, by individuals in the course of their 
employment-

"(A) to render services, where an object 
of the refusal or threat is to force a person 
to do business or to cease doing business 
with another person; or 

"(B) to render seryices, where an object of 
the refusal or threat 1s to force a person to 
deal with or to cease dealing with a labor 
organization as the representative of indi
viduals other than themselves; or 

"(C) to use, install, handle, transport, or 
otherwise deal with particular articles, ma
terials, or commodities by reason of the 
origin or propos~d destination thereof, or by 
reason of the character of a prior or proposed 
future handling thereof, or by rea~on of the 
policies or practices of any person (not their 
employer) having any direc.t or indirect re
lationship thereto. 

" ( 15) The term 'jurisdictional strike' 
means a strike against an employer, or other 
concerted interference with an employer's 
operations, an object of which is to require 
that particular work be assigned to employ
ees in a particular labor organization or in 
a particular trade, craft, or class rather than 
to employees in another labor organization 
or in another trade, craft, or class. 

"(16) The term 'monopolistic strike' means 
a strike or other concerted interference with 
an employer's operations which results from 
any conspiracy, collusion, or concerted plan 
of acting between employees of competing 
employers or between representatives of such 
employees, where the employees of such com
peting employers do not have a common bar-
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gauling representativ) certified under sec
tion 9. 

"(17) The term 'featherbedding practice' 
means a practice which has as its purpose or 
effect requiring an employer-

"(A) to employ or agree to employ any per
son or persons in excess of the number of 
employees reasonably required by such em
ployer to perform actual services; or 

"(B) to pay or give or agree to pay or give 
any money or other thing of value 1n lieu 
of employing, or on account- of failure to 
employ, any person or persons, in connection 
with the conduct of the business of an em
ployer, in excess of the number of employees 
reasonably required by such employer to per
form actual services; or 

" (C) to pay or agree to pay more than 
once for services performed; or 

"(D) to pay or ·give or agree to pay or give 
any money or other thing of value for gerv
ices, in connection with the conduct of a 
business., which are not to be performed; or 

"(E) to pay or agree to pay any tax or ex
action for the privilege of, or on account of, 
producing, preparing, manufacturing, sell
ing, buying, renting, opez:ating, using, or 
maintaining any article, machine, equipment, 
or materials; or to' accede to or impose any 
restriction upon the production, preparation, 
manufacture, .sale, purchase, rental, opera
tion, use, or maintenance of the same, if 
such restriction is for the purpose of pre
venting or limiting the use of such article, 
machine, equipment, or materials. 

"LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS BOARD 

"SEC. 3. (a) There is hereby created a board 
to be known as ·the 'Labor-Management Re
lations Board' 1n this act called the 'Board'), 
which shall be composed. of three members, 
who shall be appointed by the PreS1dent, by 
and with the -advice and consent of th.e Sen
ate. Not more than two of the members 
shall be members of the same political party, 
and all of the members shall be appointed 
with reference to their fitness to perform the 
functions imposed upon them by this act in 
a fair and impartial manner. Of the mem
bers first appointed after the date of the en
actment of the Labor-Management Relations 
Act, 1947, one shall be appointed for a term 
of -1 year, one for a term of 3 years, and one 
for a term of 5 years, from sucb date, but 
their successors shall be appolri.ted for terms 
of 5 years each, except that any· individual 
chosen to fill a yacancy shall be appointed 
only for the unexpired term of the· member 
whom he shall succeed. The Board shall 
annually designate one member to serve as 
chairman of the Board. Any member of the 
Board may be removed by the President, upon 
notice and hearing, for neglect of duty or 
malfeasance in office, but for no other cause. 

"(b) A vacancy in · the Board shall not 1m
pair the right of the remaining members to 
exercise all the powers of the Board, and two 
members of the Board shall, at all times, 
constitute a quorum. The Board shall have 
an official seal which shall be judicially 
noticed. 

" (c) The Board shall at the close of each 
fiscal year make a report in writing to Con
gress and to the President stating in detail 
the cases it has heard, the decisions It has 
rendered, the names, salaries, and duties of 
all employees and ()fficers in the employ or 
under the supervision of the Board, and an 
account of all moneys it has disbursed. 

"(d) Each member of the Board sJ:lall re
ceive a salary of $15,000 a year, shall be eli
gible for reappointment, and shall not engage 
in any other business, vocation, or employ
ment .. The Board may appoint, without re
gard to the provisions of the civil-service 
laws but subject to the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, an executive secretary, 
and a secretary to each member, and may 
appoint such other officers and employees 
with regard to existing laws applicable to 
the employment and compensation of om-

cers and employees of the United States, as 
it may from time to time find necessary for 
the proper performance of its duties and as 
may be from time to time· appropriated for 
by Congress. The Board may not appoint 
or employ any attorneys except (1) such legal 
·assistants as each member may require, (2) 
employe~s to maintain an index and digest 
of its decisions, and (3) trial examiners to 
conduct hearings. Nothing in this act shall 
be construed to authorize the Board or the 
Administrator to appoint individuals for the 
purpose of conciliation or mediation or for 
statistical work. 

"(e) All of the expenses of the Board, in
cluding all necessary traveling and subsist
ence expenses outside the District of Co
lumbia incurred by the members or em
ployees of the Board under its orders, shall 
be allowed and paid on the presentation o~ 
itemized vouchers therefor approved by the 
Board or by any individual it designates for 
that purpose. 

"ADMINISTRATOR OF THE NATIONAL LABOR 
RELATIONS AcT 

"SEc. 4. There is hereby established as an 
independent agency in the executive branch 
of the Government an office of Ad..."ninistrator 
of the National Labor Relations Act (in this 
act called the 'Administrator'). The Ad
ministrator shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, with reference to 
his fitness to perform the functions im
posed . upon him by this act tn a fair and 
impartial manner, and ·shall receive compen
sation. at the rate of $15,000 per annum. He 
shall not engage in any other business, voca
tion, or employment. The Administrator may 
establish or utillze such regional, State, local, 
or other agencies as may from time to. time 
be needed. The Administrator may appoint 
such officers and employees as he may ftom 
time to time find necessary to assist him in 
the performance of his duties, except that 
the heads of the regional offices and the chief 
legal officer in each of such offices shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. Attorneys 
appointed under this subsection may, in the 
discretion of the Administrator, appear for 
and represent the Administrator in any case 
in court. In case of a vacancy 1n the office 
of the Administrator, or in case of the ab
sence of the Administrator, the President 
shall designate the officer or employee of the 
Administrator who shall serve as Adminis
trator during such vacancy or absence. Ex
penses of the Administrator, including all 
necessary traveling and subsistence expenses 
Incurred by the Administrator or employees 
of the Admfuistrator under his orders while 
away from his or their official station, shall 
be allowed and paid on the presentation of 
itemized vouchers therefor approved by the 
Administrator or by any employee he desig
nates for that purpose. It shall be the duty 
of the Administrator, as hereinafter provided, 
to investigate charges of unfair labor prac
tices, to issue complaints if he has reason
able cause to believe such charges are true, 
to prosecute such complaints pefore the 
Board, to make application to the courts 
for enforcement of orders of the Board, to 
investigate representation petitions and con
duct elections under section 9, and to exer
cise such other functions as are conferred 
on him by this act. The Administrator shall 
be made a party to all proceedings before the 
Board under section 10, and shall present 
such testimony therein and request the 
Board to talce such action with respect there
to as in his opinion will carry out the poli
cies of this act. 
"LOCATION OF PRINCIPAL OFFICES OF BOARD AND 

OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

"SEc. 5. The principal offices of the Board 
and of the Administrator, respectively, shall 

be in the District of Columb_ia, but they may 
exercise any or all of their respective powers 
at any other place. The Board may,. by one 
or more of its members or by any trial ex
aminer or examiners, conduct hearings in 
any part of the United States. The conduct
ing of any such hearing by a member shall 
not disqualify sucll member from subse
quently participating in a decision of the 
Board in the same case. 

"REGULATIONS AUTHORITY 

"SEc. 6. The Board and the Administrator, 
respectively, shall have authority from time 
to time, in the manner prescribed by the Ad
ministrative Procedure Act, to make, amend, 
and rescind such regulations as may be nec
essary to carry out their respective functions 
unuer this act. 

"RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES 

"SEC. 7. (a) Employees shall have the right 
to self-organization, to form, join, or assist 
any labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own chooJ>
ing, and to engage in other concerted activi
ties (not constituting unfair labor practices 
under section 8 (b), unlawful concerted ac
tivities under section 12, or violations of col
lective-bargaining agreements) for the pur
pose of collective bargaining or other mutual 
aid or -protection. 

"(b) Members of any labor organization 
shall have the right to be free from unreason
able or discriminatory financial demands of 
such organization, to freely express their 
views either within or without the organi
zation on any subject matter without being 
subjected to disciplinary action by the or
ganization, and to have the affairs of the or
ganization conducted in a manner that is 
fair to' its members and in conformity with 
the free will of a majority of the members. 

"UNFAill LABOR PRACTICES 

"SEC. 8. (a) .It shall be an Unfair labor 
practice for an employer-

"{1) to interfere with, restrain, or coerce 
employees in the exercise of the rights guar
anteed in section 7 (a). 

"(2) to dominate or interfere with the for• 
mation or administration of any labor organ
iZ9.tion (A) by preventing such organization 
from determining independently or out of 
the employer's presence its own policies or 
planning independently or out of the em
ployer's presence its own objects and courses 
of action; or (B) by giving, or offering to 
give, any rew~rd, favor, or other thing of 
value t,o any 'person in a position of trust in 
such organization for the purpose of per
verting his judgment or corrupting his con
duct in respect to such organizati.on; or (C) 
by assisting any labor organization (i) 
through deducting from the wages of any 
employee dues, fees, assessments, or other 
contributions payable by the employee to a 
labor organization, or collecting or assisting 
in the collection of any such dues, fees, as
sessments, or other contributions, unless 
such action has been voluntarily authorized 
in writing by such employee and such au
thorization is revocable by the employee at 
any time upon 30 days• written notice to the 
employer, or (11) through making payments 
of any kind to such organization directly or 
indirectly, or to any fund or trust estab
lished by such organization, or to any fund 
or trust in respect of the management of 
which, or the disbursements from which, 
such organization can, either alone or in con
junction with any other person, exercise any 
control, directly or indirectly; 

"(3) by discrimination in regard to hire or 
tenure of employment or any term or condi
tion of employment to encourage or discour
ag1 membership in any labor organization by 
any employee or any individual seeking em
ployment as an employee; 

"(4) to discharge or otherwise discriminate 
against an employee because he hes filed 
charges or given testimony under this act; 
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" ( 5) to refuse to bargain collectively with 

the representatives of his employees cur
rently recognized by the employer or certi
fied as such under section 9. 

"(b) It shall be an unfair labor practice for 
an employee, or for a representative or any 
officer thereof, or for any individual acting for 
or under the direction of a representative, or 
for or . under the direction of any officer 
thereof-

" (1) by intimidating practices, to interfere 
with the exercise by employees of rights guar
anteed in section 7 (a) or to compel or seek 
to compel any Individual to become or re
main a member of any labor organization; 

"(2) in the case of a representative acting 
and currently recognized by the employer, 
or certified under section 9, as the representa
tive of employees, to refuse to bargain col
lectively with the employer: 

"(3) to call, authorize, engage in, or assist 
any strike or other concerted interference 
with an employer's operations, an object of 
which is to compel the employer to accede 
to the inclusion in a collective-bargaining 
agreement of any provision which under sec
tion 2 (ii) is not included as a proper subject 
matter of collective bargaining. 

" (c) It shall be an unfair labor practice 
for a labor organization or any officer thereof, 
or for nny individual acting for cr under the 
direction of a labor organization or for or 
under the direction of any officer thereof-

" ( 1) to interfere with, restrain, or coerce 
individuals· in the exercise of rights guaran
teed in section 7 (b) : 

"(2) to impose initiation fees in amounts 
1n excess of $25 per member unless the Board 
shall find that initiation fees greater than 
that amount are reasonable under the cir
cumstances; or to impose any dues, ar gen
eral or special assessments that are not uni
form upon the same class of members, or are 
in excess of such reasonable amounts. !lS the 
members thereof. whom such organization 
represents or seeks to represent as a repre
sentative under section 9, by a majority of 
those voting, after due notice to the member
ship, shall authorize; or to impose any tax or 
exaction on any person for any work permit 
or other arrangement whereby the person 
paying such tax or exaction would receive in 
return therefor the ostensible right to work 
or to conduct his business free from inter
ferer..ce from such organization; 

"(3) to compel any m'ember to agree to con
tribute to, or participate in, any insurance or 
other benefit plan; 

"(4) to <l.eny to any member ·the right to 
resign from the organization at any time; 

"(5) to fine or discriminate against any 
member, or subject him to any discipline or 
penalty, on account of his having criticized, 
complained of, or made charges or instituted 
proceedings against, the organization or any 
of its officers, or on account of his having 
supported or failed to support any candi
date for civil office or for any office in the 
labor organization, or on account of his hav
ing supported or failed to support any propo
sition submitted to the labor organization, 
or to citizens generally, for a vote. 

"(6) to expel or suspend any member 
without affording him an opportunity to be 
heard, or on any ground other than (A) non
payrilent of dues; (B) disclosing confidential 
information of the labor organization; 
(C) participating in a violation of a collec
tive-bargaining agreement to which the labor 
organization was a party; (D) being a mem
ber of the Communist Party, or actively and 
consistently promoting or supporting the 
policies, teachings, and doctrines of the 
Communist Party, or advocating, or being a. 
member of any organization that advocates, 
the overthrow of the United States Govern
ment by force; (E) conviction of a felony; 
or (F) engaging in scandalous conduct tend
ing to bring the labor organization into dis
repute or in other conduct subjecting 1t to 
civil damages or criminal penalties; 

"(7) to take any action or make any ar
rangements that would have the effect of 
requiring an employer to deny employment 
to, or terminate the employment of, any 
individual (A) to whom membership in such 
organization was not available on the same 
terms and conditions as those applicable to 
other members, or (B) to whom membership 
in such organization was denied on some 
ground other than failure to tender the in
itiation fees and dues uniformly required 
as a condition of acquiring or retaining 
membership therein; 

"(8) to deny a secret ballot and an open 
count of ballots cast, on any question In
volving fees, dues, assessments, fines, strik
ing, the nomination and election of officers 
of local labor organizations, or the expulsion 
of any member; or to fail to hold elections 
of its officers and elective personnel at least 
once every 4 years; or to direct or call a 
strike, unless at least a majority of those 
voting on the question have, after the mem
bership has received due notice of proposed 
balloting thereon, authorized such strike; 

"(9) to employ, engage, or direct any per
son to spy upon any member respecting his 
exercise or enjoyment of any lawful right, 
or to intimidate · his family, or injure the 
person or property of such member or his 
family; 

"(10) to fail to keep adequate record of 
its financial transactions or to fail to pre
sent annually to each member, whom it rep
resents or seeks to represent as a representa
tive under sectiou 9, within 60 nays after 
the end of its fiscal year a. detailed written 
financial report thereof _ in the form of a 
balance sheet and an operating statement. 

"(d) The following shall not constitute 
or be evidence of an unfair labor practice 
under any of the provisions of this act: 

"(1) Expressing any vi_ews, argument, or 
opinion, or the dissemination thereof, 
whether in written, printed, graphic, or 
visual form, li it does not by its own terms 
threaten force or economic reprisal. 

"(2) Permitting employees to confer with 
the employer during working hours without 
loss of time or pay. 

"(3) Forming or maintaining by an em
ployer of a committee of employees and dis
cussing with it matters of mutual interest, 
including grievances, wages, hours of em
ployment, and other working conditions, if 
the Board has not certified or the employer 
has not recognized a representative as their 
representative under section 9. 

"(4) Agreeing to, and after the procedure 
specified in section 9 (g) has been complied 
with (but not before), making effective and 
carrying out, provisions of a collective-bar
gaining agreemlint between an employer and 
a labor organization that is certified under 
section 9 as the representative of the .em
ployees in any bargaining unit of the em
ployer (if such provisions are· not in con
flict with the law of any State in which the 
agreement is to be carried out), whereby 
the employer obligates himself in either of 
the following respects: 

"(A) Not to retain in his employ in such 
unit any P.mployee who, being a member of 
such organization 30 days from the date such 
provisions become effective, or becoming· a 
member thereafter, fails to maintain his 
membership therein; 

"(B) Not to retain in his employ in such 
unit any employee who fails to become a 
member of such organization within not less 
than 30 days after his employment, or within 
not less than 3p days after the date such pro
visions become effective, whichever last 
occurs, or who, having become a member 
within such period, fails to maintain his 
membership therein; 
except that no such provision may have the 
effect of denying employment or continued 
employment to any individual who on or 
before the time required tenders to the or-

ganization the initiation fees and dues regu
larly imposed as a condition of Membership 
therein and to whom, in spit~ of such tender, 
membership therein was denied, or of deny
ing employment or continued employment 
to an individual who has been suspended or 
expelled from the organization on some 
ground other than nonpayment of regular 
dues. 

"RE?RESENTATIVES AND ELECTIONS 

"SEC. 9. (a) Representatives designated or 
selected for the purpose of collective bar
gaining by the majority of the employees in 
a unit appropriate for such purposes shall 
be the exclusive representatives of all the 
employees in such unit for the purpose of 
collective bargaining: Provided, That any 
individual employee or group of employees 
shall have the right at any time to present 
grievances to, and settle grievances with, 
their employer without the intervention of 
the bargaining representative if the set
tlement is not inconsistent with the terms 
of a collective-bargaining agreement then 
in effect. 

"{b) The Board shall upon application 
under, and subject to the provisions of sub
section (f) of this section, determine in 
each case whether, in order to insure to 
employees full freedom to exercise their 
rights under section 7 (a), the unit appro
priate for that purpose shall be the em
ployer unit, craft unit, plant unit, or sub
divisions thereof. 

" (c) Whenever written application 18 
made to the Administrator under oath-

"(1) by a representative representing at 
l~ast 30 percent of the employees in a unit 
claimed by such representative to be appro
priate for the purposes specified in subsec
tion (b), requesting an election to determine 
whether the employees in such unit do or 

• do not desire to designate such representa
tive as their representative for collective 
bargaining; or 

"(2) by employees, or some person acting 
for employees, who constitute at least 30 
percent of the employees in a unit claimed 
by them to be appropriate for the purposes 
specified in subsection (b), requesting an 
election to determine whether a representa
tive that has besn certified or is currently 
recognized by the employer as the bargain
ing representative is no longer a representa
tive under subsection (a) of this section; or 

"(3) by an employer alleging that any 
representative has presented to him a claim 
that such representative represents a ma
jority of the employees in a specified unit for 
the purposes of collective bargaining; 
the Administrator shall investigate such ap
plication, and if he has reasonable cause to 
believe that the facts stated therein are 
true and that a questibn of representation 
affecting commerce exists, he shall transmit 
such. application, together with all docu
ments pertaining thereto, to the Board. 

"(d) The Board thereupon shall give due 
notice to interested persons of the filing 
of such application and set the matter for 
hearing within a reasonable time. Any in
terested person may intervene under regu
lations prescribed by the Board. If upon 
the evidence adduced at the hearing the 
Board finds that a question of representation 
affecting commerce exists and that the ac
tion requested in the application is necessary 
in order to effectuate the purposes specified 
in subsection (b), it shall by order deter
mine the unit appropriate for the purposes 
so specified (subject, however, to the limi
tations of subsection (f)), shall direct the 
Administrator to provide for a secret _ballot 
of the employees in the unit so determined, 
and shall certify the results thereof. 

" (e) Whenever an order of the Board made 
pursuant to section 10 (c) is based in whole 
or in part upon facts certified following a 
hearing pursuant to subsection (d) of this 
section, and there is a petition for the en-
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forcement or review of such order, such cer
tification and the record of such hearing 
shall be Included 1n the transcript of the 
entire record required to be filed under BUb
sections (e) or (f) of section 10, and there
upon the decree of the court enforcing, mod
ifying, or setting aside tn whole or in part 
the order of the Board shall be made and 
entered upon the pleadings, testimony, and 
proceedings set forth in such transcript. 

"(f) The Board shall exercise its powers 
under subsections (b) and (d) subject to 
the following limitations: 

" ( 1) A representative that has been desig
nated or acts as the representative of em
ployees of any employer shall be ineligible 
to be certified as the representative of em
ployees of any competing employer, unless 
the employees of such employers whom the 
representative seeks to represent are regu
larly less than 100 in number and the plants 
or other facilities of such employers at which 
the representative acts and seeks to act as 
such are less than 50 miles apart, but noth
ing ln this paragraph shall prevent any rep
resentatives from being amllated or associ
ated, directly or through a federation, asso
ciation, or parent organization, with repre
sentatives of employees of competing e:n
ployers, 1! the collective bargaining, con
certed activities, or terms of collective bar
gains or arrangements of such representa
tives 'are not subject, directly or Indirectly, 
to common control or approval. 

"(2) Upon application of any interested 
person or persons, the Board shall direct 
the Administrator to provide for a separate 
ballot for any craft, department, plant, trade, 
calling, profession, or other distinguishable 
group within a proposed bargaining nnit, and 
shall exclude from the bargaining unit any 
such group 1! less than a majority of the 
employees 1n it who cast ballots shall have 
voted for the representative that the Board 
shall certify for such unit. 

"(3) In determining whether a unit ls ap
propriate for the purposes specified. in sub
section (b) the extent to which the em
ployees have organized shall not be con-
trolling. · 

" ( 4) In determining whether a question 
of representation afrecting commerce exists, 
the same regulations and rules of decision 
shall apply regardless of the Identity of the 
person or persons filing the application or 
the kind of relief sought; and in no case 
shall the Administrator or the Board deny 
to employees the right to designate or select 
a representative by reason of an order of the 
Board with respect to such representative or 
its predecessor that would not have issued 1n 
similar circumstances with respect to a labOr 
organization, national or International in 
scope, or amliated with such an organi
zation. 

"(5) In all elections held to select repre
sentatives for collective bargaining, employ
ees shall be given the choice on the ballot of 
voting for a representative (including one 
not appearing on the ballot) or for no rep
resentative; and where an election does not 
result in a majority vote for any representa
tive, there shall be no run-off unless within 
60 days following such election a representa
tive receiving votes in such election furnishes 
the Board satisfactory evidence that it rep
resents more than 50 percent of the employ
ees in the bargaining unit in question, 1n 
which event the run-orr shall be between 
such representative and no representative. 

"(6) No labor organization shall be cert1-
1led as the representative of the employees 
1! one or more of its national or International 
officers, or one or more of the officers of ~he 
organization designated on the ballot taken 
under subsection (d), is a member of the 
Communist Party or by reason of active and 
consistent promotion or support of the poli
cies, teachings, and doctrines of the Commu
nist Party can reasonably b~ regarded as be
Ing a member of or aftll1ated with such party, 
or believes in, or is a me~ber of or supports 

any organization that belleve 1n or teaches, 
the overthrow of the United States Govem
ment by force. 

"'(7) No election shall l;>e dlirleeted 1n any 
bargaining unit or any subdivision thereof, 
within which, in the preceding 12-month 
period, a valid election shall have been held, 
except upon an application filed by employ
ees under subsection (c) ~2) of this section. 

-"(8) If, pursuant to any election under 
this section, a bargaining representative is 
chosen for any unit and a collective-bargain
Ing contract covering such unit is then 1n 
effect, certification of the new representative 
shall not be effective unless and until such 
new representative becomes a party to such 
contract and agrees to be 1bound 1n all re
spects by its terms for the remainder of the 
contract period. 

"(g) A labor organization which has made 
an agreement with an employer containing 
provisions described in section 8 (d) ( 4) shall 
be required, as a condition to being entitled 
to have such provision carried out by the 
employer, to make application to the Admin
istrator for a secret ballot of the employees 
in the bargaining unit concerned on the 
question of whether the employees in such 
unit desire to have such provision carried 
out. The application shall be under oath and 
must state that the employer's agreement to 
such provision was not obtained either di
rectly or indirectly by means of a strike or 
other concerted interference with the em-

. player's operations. or by means of any threat 
thereof. The Administrator shall forthwith 
give notice to the employer of the filing of 
such appltcation, and if within such reason
able time thereafter as may be prescribed by 
regulations of the Board the employer has 
not made objection to such application, the 
Administrator shall provide for a secret bal
lot of the employees 1n the bargaining unit 
concerned on the question of whether they 
desire to have such -provision carried out. 
If within the time so prescribed the employer 
does make objection to the application and if 
1n the opinion of the Administrator the mat
ter is one concerning commerce. he shall 
transmit the application, together with all 
documents pertaining thereto, to the Board, 
the .Board shall thereupon give due notice 
to interested persons of the flUng of such 
application and set the matter for hearing 
within a reasonable time. Any interested 
person may intervene under regulations pre
,6CI'lbed by the Board. If upon the evidence 
adduced at the hearing the Board finds that 
the f~cta stated in the application are true 
and that the matter is one affecting com
merce, it shall direct the Administrator to 
provide for a secret ballot of the employees 
1n the bargaining unit concerned on the 
question of whether they desire such provi
sion of the agreement with the employer car
ried out. Such provision may be carried 
out by the employer only if upon the secret 
ballot taken under tbis subsection a majority 
of all of the employees 1n the bargaining 
unit have voted 1n favor thereof. An elec
tion under this subsection shall be effective 
to authorize the carrying out of provisions 
described in section 8 (d) (4) only for a 
period which does not extend beyond the 
date of the termination of the agreement in 
which such provisions are Included, beyond 
2 years from the date on which such agree
ment was entered into, whichever first occurs. 

"(h) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to prohibit the waiving of hearings 
by stipulation for the purpose of a consent 
election in conformity With regulations and 
rules of decision of the Board. 

"PBEVENTlON OF UNFAm LABOR PRACTICES 

"Sm. 10. (a) The Board 1s empowered, as 
hereinafter provided, to adjudicate com
plaints of unfatr labor · practices 81fecting 
commerce filed by the Administrator. Such 
power of the Board shall be exclusive. 

"(b) Whenever 1t ls charged that any per
eon has engaged in or is engaging in any such 

unfair labor practice, the Admintstrator shall 
forthWith give notice to the party complained 
of. shall investigate such charge, and 1f he 
has reasonable cause to believe such charge Is 
true, he shall Issue and cause to be served 
upon such person a complaint stating such 
charge, except that the Administrator shall 
not have power to issue a complaint stating 
a charge of any unfair labor practice that 
occurred more than 6 months prior to the 
date on which such charge was filed with the 
Administrator, or stating a charge of any un
fair labor practice that was filed with the 
Administrator more than 6 months prior to 
such issuance. The person complained of 
shall have 20 days within which to answer 
and serve such answer on the· Administrator, 
unless such period is extended by the Ad
ministrator. The Administrator shall file 
the complaint and any answer thereto with 
the Board. Upon application of the Admin
istrator or any person charged in the com
plaint, the Board shall set the case for hear
ing before the Board or a member thereof, or 
before a designated trial examiner or ex
aminers, at a place which the Board shall 
fix, not less than 15 days after the making 
of such application. Any such complaint 
or answer may, with the approval of the 
Board, or with the approval of the members, 
examiner, or examiners conducting the hear
ing, be amended at any time prior to the 
issuance of an order based thereon. The 
person so complained of shall have the right 
to appear in person or otherwise give evi
dence at the place and time fixed by the 
Board. In the discretion of the Board, or the 
member, examiner, or examiners conducting 
the hearing, any other person may be allowed 
to intervene in the said proceeding and to 
give evidence. Any such proceeding shall, 
so rar as practicable, be conducted in ac
cordance with the rules of evidence ap
plicable in the district courts of the United 
states under the rules of civil procedure for 
the district courts of the United States, 
adopted by the SUpreme Court of the United 
States pursuant to the act of June 19, 1934 
(U. S. C., title 28, sees. 723-B, 723-C). 

"(c) The evidence before the Board, mem
ber, examiner, or examiners shall be reduced 
to writing and _filed with the Board. There
after upon application of any party, the 
Board upon notice may, in its discretion, 
receive further evidence or bear argument. 
If upon the weight of the evidence the 
Board shall be of the opinion that any per
son named .iD the complaint has engaged 1n 
or is engaging in any unfair labor practice, 
then the Board shall state its findings of fact 
and shall issue and cause to be served on such 
person an order requiring such person to 
cease and desist from such unfair labor prac
tice, and to take such affirmative action re
quested in the complaint (which in the case 
of unfair labor practices under section 8 (a) 
may include reinstatement of employees 
with or without back pay, and in the case of 
unfair labor practices under section 8 (b) 
or 8 (c) may include deprivation of rights 
under this act .for a period not exceeding 
1 year) as will effectuate the policies of this 
act. Such order may further require such 
person to make reports from time to time to 
the Administrator showing the extent to 
which he has complied with the order. If 
upon the weight of the evidence the Board 
shall not be of the opinion in the case of any 
person named in the complaint that such 
person has engaged in or Is engaging in any 
such unfair labor practice, then the Board 
shall state its findings of fact and shall issue 
an order dismissing the said complaint as to 
such person. No order of the Board shall 
require or forbid any action by an employer 
with respect to any labor organization that 
in simllar circumstances would not be re
quired or forbidden with respect to a labor 
organization national or international in 
scope, or a1ftllated with such an organization. 
No order of the Board shall require the rein
statement of any Individual aa an employee, 



3552 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE APRIL 16 
or the payment to him of any back pay, unless 
the weight of the evidence shows that such 
individual was not suspended or discharged 
for cause. In case the evidence is presented 
before a member of the Board, or before an 
examiner or examiners thereof, such mem
ber, or such examiner or examiners, as the 
case may be, shall issue and cause to be · 
served on the parties to the proceeding a pro
posed report, together with a recommended 
order, which shall be filed with the Board, 
and if no exceptions are filed within 2u days 
after service thereof upon such partie~. or 
within such further period as the Board may 
authorize, such recommended order shall 
become the order of the Board and become 
effective as therein prescribed. 

" (d) Until a transcript of the record in a 
case shall have bean filed in a court, as 
hereinafter provided, the Board may, upon 
application of any party, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem 
proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in 
part, any finding or order made or issued 
by it. 

" (e) If any person against whom an order 
of the Board shall issue fails to comply there
with within such .reasonable ·period as the 
Board shall specify, or thereafter shall vio
late such order, the Administrator shall peti
tion any circuit court of appeals of the 
United States (including the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum
bia), or if all the circuit courts of appeals 
to which the application may be made are 
in vacation, any district court of the United 
States (including the Dis;trict Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia) 
within any circuit or district, respectively, 
wherein the unfair labor practice in question 
occurred or wherein such person resides or 
transacts busin$!SS, for the enforcement of 
such order and for appropriate temporary 
relief or restraining order, and shall file in 
the court a transcript of the entire record 
in the proceeding, certified by the Board, in
cluding the pleadings and testimony upon 
which such order was entered and the find
ings and order of the Board. Upon such 
filing, the court shall cause notice thereof 
to be served upon suc!l person, and there
upon shall have jurisdiction of the proceed
ing and of the question determined therein, 
and shall have power to grant such tempo
rary relief or re.straining order as it deems 
just and proper, and to make and enter upon 
the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings set 
forth in such transcript a dec'fe'e enforcing, 
modifying, and enforcing as Ci •fmodified, or 
setting aside in whole or in part the order 
of the Board. No objection that has not 
been urged before the Board, its member, or 
its examiner or examiners, shall be consid
ered by the court, unless the failure or neg
lect to urge such objection shall be excused 
because of extraordinary circumstances. The 
findings of the Board as to the facts shall 
be conclusive unless it is made to appear to 
the satisfaction of the court either (1) that 
the findings of fact are against the mani
fest weight of the evidence, or (2) that the 
findings of fact are not supported by sub
stantial evidence. If either party shall ap
ply to the court for leave to adduce addi
tional evidence and shall show to the satis
faction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were 
reasonable grounds for the failure to adduce 
such evidence in the hearing before the 
Board, its member, examiner, or examiners, 
the court may order such additional evidence 
to be taken before the Board, its member, 
examiner, or examiners and to be made a part 
of the transcript. The Board may modify 
its findings as to the facts, or make new 
findings, by reason of additional evidence so 
taken and filed, and it shall file such modi
fied or new findings, which shall be conclu
sive unless it is made to appear to the satis
faction of the court either (1) that such 
findings of fact are against the manifest 
weight of the evidence, or .(2) that such 

findings of fact are not supported by sub
stantial evidence, and the Board shall file 
its recommendations, if any, for the modifi
cation or setting aside of its original order. 
The jurisdiction of the court shall be exclu
sive and its judgment and decree shall be 
final, except that the same shall be subject 
to review by the appropriate circuit court 
of appeals if application was made to the 
district court_ as hereinabove provided, and 
by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon writ of certiorari or certification as 
provided in sections 239 and 240 of the Ju
dicial Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 28, 
sees. 346 and 347). 

"(f) Any person aggrieved by a final order 
of the Board (including an order or certifica
tion under section 9) granting or denying in 
whole or in part the relief sought, may obtain 
a review of such order or certification in 
any circuit court of appeals of the United · 
States in the circuit wherein the unfair labOf 
practice in question was alleged to have been 
engaged in or wnerein such person resides or 
transacts business, or in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, 
by filing in such court a written petition 
praying that the order of the Board be modi
fied or set aside or, in the case of a certifica
tion, that the certification be set aside. A 
copy of such petition shall be forthwith 
served upon the Administrator, and there
upon the aggrieved party shall file in the 
court a transcript of the entire record in the 
proceeding, certified by the Board, including 
the pleadings and evidence upon which the 
order or certification complained of was en
tered and the findings and order on certi
fication of the Board. Upon such filing, the 
court shall proceed 1n the same manner a~; in 
the case of an application by the Admin
istrator under subsection (e), and shall have 
the same exclusive jurisdiction to grant to 
the petitioner such temporary relief or re
straining order as it deems just and proper, 
and in like manner to make and enter a de
cree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as 
modified, or setting aside in whole or in 
part the order of the Board, or affirming or 
setting aside the certification; and the find
ings of the Board as to the facts shall have 
the same weight as in the case of an ap
plication by the Administrator. 

"(g) The commencement of proceedings. 
under subsection (e) or (f) of this section 
shall not unless specifically ordered by the 
court, operate as a stay of the Board's order 
or certification. _ 

"(h) When granting appropriate temporary 
relief or a restraining order, or making and 
entering a decree enforcing, modifying, and 
enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in 
whole or in part an order of the Board, as 
provided in this section, the jurisdiction of 
courts sitting in equity shall not be limited 
by the act entitled 'An act to amend the 
Judicial Code and to define and limit the 
jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity, and 
for other purposes', approved March 23, 1932 
(U. S. C., title 29, sees. 101-115). 

"(i) Petitions filed under this act shall be 
heard expeditiously and, if possible, within 
10 days after they have been docketed. 

"INVESTIGATORY POWERS 

"SEc. 11. For the purpose of apy proceed
ing before the Board, or before a member, 
examiner, or examiners thereof, or for the 
purpose of any investigation by the Admin
istrator under section 9-

"(1) The Board, or any member thereof, 
or any trial examiner shall, upon applica
-tion of the Administrator or any party to 
such proceedings, forthwith issue to the Ad
ministrator or to such party as the case inay 
be, in the name of the Board, subpenas re
quiring the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses or the production of any evidence 
in such proceeding or investigation request
ed in such application. Within 5 days after 
the service of a subpena on any person re
quiring the production ot any evidence in 

his possession or under his control, such per
son may petition the Board or its duly au
thorized agent or agents to revoke, and the 
Board, or such agent or agents, shall revoke 
such subpena if in its, his, or their opinion, 
as the case may be, the evidence whose pro
duction is required does not relate to any 
matter under investigation, or any matter 
in question in such proceedings, or if in its, 
his , or their opinion, as the case may be, such 
subpena does not describe with sufficient par
ticularity the evidence whose production is 
required. The Administrator or any mem
ber of the Board or any examiner or exami
ners designated by the Board for such pur
poses may administer oaths and affirmations, 
examine witnesses, and receive evidence. 
Such attendance of witnesses and the pro- -
duction of such evidence may be required 
from any place in the United States or any 
Territory or possession thereof, at any desig
nated place of hearing. 

"(2) In case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpena is; ued to any person, any 
district court of the United States or the 
United States courts of any Territory or pos
session, or the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, ·within 
the jurisdiction of which the inquiry is caJ>. 
ried on or within the jurisdiction of which 
said person guilty of contumacy or refusal 
to obey is found or resides or transacts busi
ness, upon application by the person to whom 
such a subpena was issued by the Board, 
shal1 have jurisdiction to issue to such per
son so guilty of contumacy or refusal to obey 
an order req'uiring him to appear before the 
Board, its member, examiner, or examiners, 
or before the Administrator if the subpena 
so directs, there to produce evidence if so 
ordered, or there to give testimony touching 
the matter under investigation or in ques
tion; and any failure to obey such order ot 
the court may be punished by said court as 
a contempt thereof. 

"(3) No person shall be excused from at
tending and testifying or from producing 
books, records, "correspondence, documents, 
or other evidence in obedience to the subpena 
of the Board, on the ground that the testi
mony or evidence required of him may tend 
to incriminate him or subject him to a 
penalty of forfeiture; but no individual 
shall be prosecu~ed or subjected to any pen
alty or forfeiture for or on account of any 
transaction, matter, or thing concerning 
which he Is compelled, after having claimed 
his privilege against self-incrimination, to 
testify or produce evidence, except that such 
individual so testifying shall not be exempt 
from prosecution and punishment for per
jury committed in so testifying. 

"(4) Complaints, orders, and other process 
and papers provided for in this act may be 
served, either personally or by registered mail 
or by telegrapl or by leaving a copy thereof 
at the principal office or place of business of 
the person required to be served. The veri
fied return by the individual so serving the 
same setting forth the manner of such serv
ice shall be proof of the same, and the return 
post-office receipt or telegraph receipt there
for when registered and mailed or tele
graphed a!S aforesaid shall be proof of service 
of the same. Witnesses summoned before 
the Administrator or before the Board, its 
member, examiner, or examiners, shall be 
paid the same fees and mileage that are paid 
witnesses in the courts of the United States, 
and witnesses whose depositions are taken 
and the persons taking the same shall sever
ally be entitled to the same fees as are paid 
for like services in the courts of the United 
States. 

" ( 5) All process of any court to which ap
plication may be made under this act may 
be served in the judicial district wherein the 
defendant or other person required to be 
served resides or may be found. 

"(6) The several departments and agen
cies of the Government, when directed by 
,the President1 shall furnish the Administra-



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3553 
tor, upon his request, all records, papers, 
and Information In their possession relating 
to any matter before the Board. 

"UNLAWFUL CONCEJnED ACI'lVr!lES 

"SEC. 12. (a) The following activities, 
when affecting commerce, shall be unlawful 
concerted activities: 

"(1) By the use of force or violence or 
threats thereof, preventing or attempting to 
prevent any individual from quitting or 
continuing in the employment of, or fl'om 
accepting or refusing employment by, any 
employer; or by the use of farce, violence, 
physical obstruction, or threats thereof, pre
venting or attempting to prevent any in
dividual from freely going from any place 
and entering upon an employer's prem.Lses, 
or from .freely leaving an employer's premises 
and going to any other place; or picketing 
an employer's place of business in numbers 
or in a manner otherwise than 1s reasonably 
required to give notice of the existence of a 
labor dispute at such place of business; or 
picketing or besetting the home of any in
dividual . 1n connection with any labor 
dispute. 

"(2) Picketing an employer's premises for 
the purpose of leading persons to believe that 
there exists a laoor dispUte involving such 
employer, 1n any case in whicb the employees 
are not involved in a labor dispute with 
their employer. 

"(3) Calling. authorizing, engag.ing in, or 
assisting-

" (A) any sympathy strike, 1urisdictiona1 
strike, monopolistic strike, or tllegal boycott, 
or any sit~own mike or other concerted 
Interference with an employ~s operationa 
conducted by remaining on the employer's 
premises; 

"(B) any strike or other concerted inter
ference with an employer•s operations, an 
·object of which 1s to compel an employer 
to accede to featherbedding practices; 

•• (C) any strike or other concerted inter
ference With an employer's operations., an 
object of which Is. { Ji) to compel any em
ployer to recognize for collective bargaining 
a representative not certiiled under section 
9 as the representatives of the employees. 
or (11) to remedy practices for which an 
administrative remedy Is available under this 
a.ct, or 'iii) to compel an employer to violate 
.any !aw or any regulation, order, or direction 
issued pursuant to any law. 

"(b) Any person Injured ln his business, 
person, or property by an unlawful concerted 
activity affecting commerce may sue the per
son or persons responsible therefor in . any 
district court of the Untted States having 
Jurisdiction of the parties, without regard 
to the amount ln controversy, and may re
cover the damages sustained by hfm as a 
resUlt of such unlawful concerted activity, 
together with the costs of the suit, including 
a reasonable attorney•s fee. 

"(c) No provision of the act of March 23, 
1932, entitled 'An act to amend the Judicial 
Code and to define and limit the jurisdiction 
of courts sitting in equity, and for other 
purposes', Ehall have any application in any 
action or proceeding in a. court of the United 
States involving any activity defined In this 
section as unlawfUl. 

"(d) A person who is found to have en
gaged in any activity herein defined as an 
unlawful concerted activity shall be subJect 
to deprivation of rights under this act to the 
same extent as a person tound to have 
engaged in an unfair labor practice under 
section 8 (b} or 8 (c). 

" (e) Except as specifically provided in this 
section, nothing in this act shall be construed 
to diminish the right of employees to stnke 
or to engage in other lawful concerted acrtiv
ities. No provision of this act, and no order 
of any court issued hereunder, shall be con
strued to require any individual to. perform 
labor or se~vice without his consent. 

''SEPARABILITY 

"SEC. 13. If any provision of thta act. or 
the application thereof to any person or cir-

cumstance, shall be. held tnvalJd, the re
mainder of the act, or the application of 
auch provision to persons or circumstances 
other than those as to which it is held in
valid, shall not be affected thereby. 

"SHOR'l' TITLE 

"SEc. 14. This act may be cited as the 'Na
tional Labor Relations Act'." 

Mr. BARDEN (interrupting the read
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, in view 
of the fact that section 101 contains over 
47 pages, beginning on page 3, line 1, and 
ending on page 51, line 12, I ask unani
mous consent that that section be con
sidered as read and that it be printed 
in the RECORD and that we proceed with 
the consideration of amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

report the committee amendments. 
Tbe Clerk read the committee amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 4. line 21, atter the letter "a". insert 

"current.•• 
Page 5, line 18, strike out the word ... or'. 

and insert "of." 
Page 1(), line 2, stnke out the words ''pro

cedures and practices relating to." 
Page 11. line 14. after the word "who". ln· 

sert "by the nature of biB duties." 
Page 15, line 23, strike out "$15.000" and 

in£ert "$12,000." 
Page 17, line 7, strike out .. $15.000" and 

insert .. $12,000.'"' 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: · 
Committee amendment: Page 19, line 18, 

after the comma, insert "and shall also have 
the right to refrain from any or all of such 
activities: Provided., That nothing herein 
shall preclude an employer from making and 
carrying out an agreement with a labor 
organlza.tion as authorized in section 8 
(d) (4):· 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the las.t word. 

Mr. Chairman, I objected to this com
mittee amendment in committee, and 
I am carrying my objec.tion to the floor 
for the reason that I do not believe it 
has any place in section 7 of the act. 
The latter part of the amendment states: 
. Provided., That nothing herein shall pre
clude an employer from making and carry
ing out an agreement with a labor organiza
tion as authorized tn section 8 (d) {4). 

This language belongs immediately 
after section 8 (a) (3) and not in section 
'1, and at the proper time l intend to 
oifer an amendment to place that after 
section 8 (a) <3>. 

With respect to the rema.lning words, 
nand shall also have the right to refrain 
from any or all of such activities/' I 
call the attention of the chairman to the 
fact that section 7 provides: 

(a) Employees shall have the right to self
organization, to form. join, or assist any 
labor organization, to bargain collectively 
through representatives of their own choos
ing, and to engage in other concerted activ
Ities (not constituting unfair labor p~ac
tices under section 8 (b). unlawfUl concerted 
activities under section 12, or violations of 
collecthre-barga1n1ng agreements) for the 
purpose of colleCtive bargaining or other 
mutual aid or protection. 

I submit that when you are giving the 
employees the right to bargain collec-

tively by virtue of section '1, and en
couraging them to do sO, to place the 
words at the end thereof "and shall 
also have the right to refrain from any 
or all such activities," is redundant be
cause the words are unnecessary, inas
much as they have the right to so re
frain, but it indicates a. desire on the 
part of Congress to discourage them, 
asking them to refrain from so doing. 
I therefore oppose this committee 
amendment and ask that it be voted 
down. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield to the chair
man. 

Mr. HARTLEY. As I understand the 
gentleman's contention, he thinks it 
would be in better form to have it in 
section 8? 

Mr. OWENS. Section 8 (a) (3) • U 
this can be done in conference. it is per
fectly all right with me. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. · 

The. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOPPMAN. It has been my pur
pose to offer an amendment to the com
mittee amendment beginning on line 18 
by striking out the proviso beginning in 
line 20. Now I understand that some
thing has been said here about that 
committee amendment belonging in sec
tion 8. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question before 
the Committee at this time is whether or 
not this particular committee amend
ment shall be agreed to. The gentleman 
from Tilinois has opposed the amend
ment. The gentleman may offer an 
amendment to the committee amend
ment if he desires to do so. 

Mr. HOFPM.AN. I want to o11er sev
eral amendments. They all seek the 
same purpose. l may say to the Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question 1s 
whether or not the committee amend
ment shall be agreed to. The committee 
amendment may be amended by the gen
tleman if he desires, otherwise the Chair 
Will put the question. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
·Amendment offered by Mr. HoFFMAN to the 

committee amendment: On page 1!}, strike 
out beginning with the colon in Une 20 down 
through "(4) •• in line 22. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, when 
this bill was first written. it contained a 
provision for the open shop. Since that 
time there has been written into the bill 
a provision for the union shop. and out 
through the country has gone the im
pression that the committee bill bans the 
closed shop. 

That is a play upon words. There is 
little, if any, practical difference between 
a union shop and a closed shop. In a 
closed shop the men, when they go to 
work. must be members of the union. 
This bill provides that if the employer 
and the majority of the employees agree; 
the shop then becomes a union ,shop, 
which means that everyone who is em
ployed in that shop must not later than 
30 days Irom the time he becomes an 
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employee or within 30 days from the 
adoption of the union shop become a 
member of the union and continue there
in as such so long as he works in that 
shop. 

There is nothing to be gained by at
tempting to deceive the people, because 
sooner or later this play upon words, 
"union shop and closed shop," will be 
disclosed for just what it is. The com
mittee, as I said in the first instance, 
provided for an open shop. There were 
in the original draft of the bill these 
words: 

And shall also have the right-

That is, the employee shall have the 
right-
to refrain from any and all such activity. 

Which meant simply that a man 
should have the right to join or not to 
join, to be bound by or not to be bound 
by, union rules. If this Congress wants 
to forsake the American principle that 
the man who must live by toil, who must 
work if he would eat, have clothing, a 
home, and be able to provide for his 
family-if this Congress wants to turn 
its back upon that principle and say that 
no man shall work when the employer 
and a bare majority of. the employees 
say that he cannot work unless he con
forms to their rules and restrictions-it 
has the power to do so. But my conten
tion is, if we are going to write a labor 
bil! for the benefit of the man who works, 
then we should amend this section and 
subsequent sections and provide that any 
and every man should have the oppor
tunity to work at, when, and where he 
can find a job. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, all that the gentleman 
from Michigan is attempting to do is to 
take out the proviso and leave the words 
in the bill that I mentioned would cause 
the Congress to be encouraging em
ployees not to become members of the 
labor unions and, in fact, take away the 
union shop. 

I am asking now for the sake of these 
employees whom we are trying to help 
and not hurt that we vote against the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan, after which time I will 
withdraw my motion and let it be taken 
care of in conference. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. If I understood the 

argument of the gentleman from Michi
gan, it is that he seeks to strike from 
the bill the provisions that would per
mit union-shop agreements under the 
circumstances outlined in the bill, and 
also, if I understood him correctly, what 
he is trying to get at is to provide for 
the outlawing of the union shop as well 
as the outlawing of the closed shop. 

Mr. OWENS. That is exactly what he 
.is trying to get at. 

Mr. HALLECK. I want my position 
known as far as that provision is con
cerned. I think it should be understood 
by everybody that the union shop stems 
from a contract made between employer 
and employee. If I understand the com
mittee provision, it simply is that the 
matter is to be left to free agreement 

between the two bodies. The employer 
is protected against coercion and what 
we might call blackjacking, which might 
force him to sign such an agreement. 
On the employees' side there is a pro
vision for a vote. If a majority votes 
for such union-shop agreement, and the 
employer agrees to it, freely and volun
tarily, then the union-shop contract may 
go into effect. Otherwise, it may not go 
into effect. 

Mr. OWENS. That is exactly correct. 
In other words, it is the same as under 
the previous act, where there was a 
proviso that permitted the employer to 
deal. In this particular case, if the em
ployer desires a union shop, and so ex
presses it to the committee, and the labor 
organization makes an affidavit to the 
Administrator stating that the employer 
wants a union shop, and that no coercion 
has been exercised to secure it, the Ad- ., 
ministrator provides for a secret election, 
at which, if a majority of the employees 
vofe for a union shop, thereby they have 
a union shop, subject to certain restric
tions whereby the union cannot vote a 
man out of the union or refuse to take 
his dues, and so forth. 

Mr. HALLECK. Does not the bill rec
ommended by the committee also con
tain a provision granting to the States 
authority to deal with this whole problem 
if they so desire? 

Mr. OWENS. Absolutely. The States 
can deal with the problem. It does not 
affect in any way the many States that 
have already acted upon it and others 
that probably will act upon it. There
fore, I say the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan should be 
voted down. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. OwENs] 
has expired. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. A question was raised 

as to my position. I want the commit
tee to understand that I stand with the 
commit tee on that provision. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, this 
is one of the most vital provisions of the 
entire bill. This is the provision that 
deals with union security. If you adopt 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] you will 
have no union security in this Nation. I, 
for one, believe that in our complex in
dustrial society we should permit and 
encourage voluntary union security, in 
order that the American worker may 
fairly combat the large concentration of 
economic power that exists on the other 
side. That is the issue and the only issue 
in this particular amendment. 

I call upon you all to join together and 
vote down this proposal to abolish union 
security. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chai.rman, this is one of several 
provisions contained in this bill which 
deals with the so-called union-shop pro
vision. Other amendments are expected 
to be cffered as various sections are 

reached, provided this one is adopted, 
which pertain to this subject of whether 
we should or should not provide for the 
union shop in this bill. So the question 
is presented here, and it might as well 
be decided now, this being an important 
provision pertaining to that subject. It 
is just a question of whether or not this 
Congress wants to adopt the policy now 
of giving legislative recognition to the 
so-called union shop as a matter of 
public policy in this country. 

The way the bill is now written it is 
permissible for the employees, if at least 
51 percent of them in a plant or com
pany vote for the union shop, to make 
it binding on those who do not vote for it. 

Personally, I feel that it is a form of 
involuntary servitude; that it is unfair 
for, say, 51 percent of the employees in 
a plant to control the other 49 percent 
who perhaps are opposed to that sort of 
thing; yet, if as many as 51 percent of 
the members of the bargaining unit in a 
plant vote in favor of the closed shop-
and that is the effect of it if the union
shop provision once goes into effect-the 
other 49 percent have no option; they 
have to pay the dues and do as they are 
told to do, or they are not allowed to 
work. 

I think the right to work is one of the 
most sacred rights a man has. It is the 
right to exist. It is by work that men 
live. It is one of the most fundamental 
things we have to deal with. The right 
to life implies the right to work. I think 
it is a fundamentally wrong American 
public policy for this Congress to put its 
approval upon that sort of thing and say 
to 49 percent of the workers in a plant 
that because they happen to be outvoted 
by a few men they have got to accede 
to their desires and their wishes, join a 
union, pay dues, pay initiation fees, or 
get out and go try to find another job 
if they can find one. In an industry-wide 
union shop, they lose their right to work 
in that industry or industries. That is 
exactly the situation with which we are 
faced. If you want that kind of thing 
you should vote against this amendment. 
If you are opposed to that sort of thing 
you should vote for this amendment. 
We are face to face with that issue right 
now. In a completely unionized society, 
failure to join a union or expulsion from 
a union, would mean the absolute loss of 
the right to work. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. And that can 
intervene without any action on the part 
of the employer. 

Mr. FISHER. Oh, yes. The employees 
have the right through an election to 
determine whether or not there will be 
an open shop or whether the union-shop 
provisions shall be contained in the con-
tract. · 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. And that re
qUires only 51 percent, no more. 

Mr. FISHER. Yes; just a majority. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Is not the provision 

of this bill "a majority of all the employ
ees" as against the requirement under 
the present law of "a majority of those 
voting"? 

Mr. FISHER. I think the gentleman 
is confused in his reference to the present 
law. It is a majority vote of the bargain
ing unit. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Of all those voting. 
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Mr. Fl8HEli A majortty ot those in 

the bargaining unit must agree to it. 
Mr. POTTS. Mr. Chairman. will the 

gentleman yield? · 
Mr. FISHER. I yield. 
Mr. POI'TS. If the union should get 

out of hand as the gentleman supposes 
might be possible, would it not be within 
the province of the employer to wrrect 
that when the next. contract came up for 
signing in not recognizing the union shop 
or insisting that there not be a union 
shop? 

Mr. FISHER. l may say in answet· to 
the gentleman's inquil"y that tbat. ques
tion was diseussed eonsideyably. The 
employer can object. I doubt if it would 
be an eiieetive objection,. because the 
union could insist. upon. oUter conditions 
in the contract wbieh they would never 
&giee to until he came around on the 
UD:ion-shap issue. I tbink it would open 
the thing wide for demands to be made 
and to be maintained and to be insisted 
upon. witb. the same efiect that you have 
now. In my iudgment., that. would be 
the effect. of it. 

I feel that, if the majority of those 
working in a plant want the union-shop 
provision, if f.hey think it is a good thing, 
if it is a good thing for the majodt.y of 
the mem.bel:s. then they can sell it t.o the 
others. If they can ma.ke the benefits of 
unio.u membeiShi:p suilicien~ attractive, 
the employees will ioin voluntarily~ 

Under the Railway Labo.r Act now. by 
act of the Congress of the United states, 
the closed shop and the union shap are 
prohibited, and the check-off fs prohib
ited, and they get along very well. There 
l.tas not been any of the disaster that has 
been depicted here. Most an of the rail
road employees are union men. They 
become sold on its merits and valnntarily 
join. The raHway unions are among the 
best and strongest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PISHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent ta proceed far tllree 
additional minutes. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objeetfan 
to the request of the gent:leman from 
Texas? 

Tbere was no objection. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Cbainnan, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PISBER. J yield. 
Mr. ABERJ.'ilEI'HY. When a shop 

once becomes a union shop. by agree
ment between the employer and the em
ployees,. is it not from then on in e1fect 
a c!os:ed shop? That is, when one is 
employed in that place of business he 
knows right then and there that from 
the date o1 his employment be must be
come a member of ~ union or else be 
cannot work in that shop. 

Mr. PISHER. Tha.t is exactlY right. 
"Ehe union shop and the closed shop are 
Siamese twins. ln either case a man 
eannot work unless be belongs to the 
union .. whether he wants to belong or 
not..- l think any employee should have 
the right to join if he desires,. but my 
objection is to. compulsion wbere the 
right to work is involved. Tbe right to 
work sh&uld come first. · 

Mr: ABERNETHY. The. fad is he 
will from the day of employment be pay-

ing t':ibute to someone or else he does 
not work in the shO)J? 

Mr. FISHER. He must. continue 
membeYship in good standing in the 
union or he may be dismissed from the 
union f<R PJ"aper :reasoo.s and then, of 
course, he cannot ark in the plant any 
longer. or in tbat. industry any longer if 
it is covered by an industry-wide con
tract. 

Mr. ABERNETHY~ What is in the 
. bill to prohibit the employees in a shop 

from forcing the employer · to agree to a 
union shop? · 

Mr. JilSHER. I think that would be 
the etfeet of it. There is no question 
abaut that. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr~ ~.will 
the gentleman yietd? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentle
man hom New Jersey. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Is it not also true 
. that his membership in that union shop 
is limited to the duration of the con
tract,. whi.cb. under no conditions shall 
exceed 2' years? 

Mr. FISHER. That is correct. 
Mr. HARTLEY. In other words, if 

they wanted a. nonunion shop aiter that 
they could vote by a ma.iori~ and do 
away with it? 

Mr. FISHER. That is correct 
Mr. BREHM. Mr. Cbaimlan, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. :FISHER~ I yield to tbe gentle-

man :from Ohio. . 
Mr. BB.F.HM. I would like to ask the 

gentleman if a majority oi any gxoup 
and the employer agree t.o a thing. where 
do we get Ollr' auth&rity to say that the 
majorit-y shall not rule,. thai they shall 
not make the kind af contract. Uley want 
to make? 

Mr. FISHER.. ll the gentleman wants 
a. Jllajority of the people working in that 
plant, the 51 percent,. to contJ:ol the lives 
and dest.inies and the question of wheth
er they do o.r do not belong to a union 
forCed upon the otber 4a percent, then 
his argument is a ~uno one; but the 
fact. that. 51 percent of Ule members of 
the committee voted iC>r this bill does not 
necessa~ mean that. the other 4& pa
cent. have to vote for it. 01: be apelled 
from the Congress. for \heir failure io 
do so. 

Mr. ERE.HM.. We live in a counuy of 
majority rul~ Ffit.y-one percent can 
elec.t a President. that some of us lliink 
should not be ele£ted. but. e ba.ve to 
put up with it. 

Mr. FISHER~ If the gentleman feels 
it is sound policy for 5·1 percent in a 
plant. to fm:ce the other 491 percent. to be 
members of a labor nnion in order to 
make a living for themselves and their 
families, then he is. absolutely right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 
Mr~ BUCK. Mr. Cbairman. I rise in 

opposition to the pending amendment. 
Mr. Chairman. ii the Membel.'s oi, the 

House want to punish unions they will 
vote for the amendment offered by tbe 
gentleman from Michigan. The Com
mittee on Education and Labor bad no 
notion of punishing labor unions* It 
does not want to punish labor unions. 
It only wants to improve the conditions 
of union membership. · That is why it 

included the warding that appears in the 
btl! before you. 

'Dlere are millions of workmen in this 
country today who are working under 
union-shop conditions. I dare say they 
are the majority ()f all employees in this 
oountry Werking under union contract. 

Let me outline again jnst what a 
UDion sh()p is. A man applies for work 
with a particular employer. He knows 
that a union shop.. is in effect in that 
plant.. He lmows that. it the employer 
accepts him he will be compelled to join 
the union within 30 days. If he does not 
want to join the union he will not apply 
for wo.rk with that particular employer. 
The employer takes him. Within 36 days 
the man joins tlle union~ Wbat is bis 
obligation from then on? He only has 
two obligations:: No.. l, to pay the initia
tion fee,. which is regulated under this 
bill, and No. a. to pay his dues. Be is 
protected from any oppressive tactics on 
the part of unicm ofticiais. He under- . 
goes no risk. He undertakes merely the 
obligation to help support. tile union 
which in turn represents him m dealing 
with bis' employer. 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is 
agreed to we u:p5et countless contracts 
in this cotmtJY under which millions of 
men are working on union. terms satis
factory to the men and satisfactory to 
the emplo3Jer. 

I urge upon tbe Bouse the defeat of 
tbis amendmen~ 

Mr. KEATING. Mr, Chairma.n. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Does not the gentle
man think that to pass: this amendment, 
with these thousands of contracts and 
milJions of workers now operating under 
a union-sbolt oontraet, would be apt to 
lead to greater industrial unrest :In this 
country than would accrue by reason of 
the passage of the biD? 

Mr. BUCK. In my opfnfon the enact
ment of this amendment would lead to 
complete chaos m labor zelati.ans. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman,. will 
the gentleman yield! 
Mr~ BUCK.. I yteid to the gentleman 

from New Jersey. 
· Mr. HARTLEY. IS it not. true also 
that under the terms of tbis. bill we 
raise the requirements b:om the 'present 
status of unions where 5 a. Ia percent 
of the membership control the situation 
to more than 51} percent under the terms 
of this btn and, furthermore~ that this 
vote must be taken by secret. ballot? 

Mr. BUCK. The. gentleman is. correct, 
and I thank lli:m for his contribution. 
Mr~ HALLECK. Mr. Chairman.. will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr~ BUCK. I yield to the. gentleman 

from Indiana. 
Mr. HALLECK.. Would it not also be 

fair to. say that by the provisions of the 
bill the employer is made a free agent 
in determining whether or not he shall 
sfgn such a contract. or shall not sign it.? 

Mr. BUCK. The gentleman is correct. 
M:r. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BUCK. 1 yield to tbe gentleman 

·from South Dakota. 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. What 

happens to the closed-shop contracts al
ready in existence? Are they required 
to go through the secret ballot? 

Mr. BUCK. The closed shop under 
this law is abolished, and the closed-shop 
contracts, after the lapse of a certain 
amount of time, become inoperative. 
Then, if the members desire union-shop 
conditions, they will use the ballot as 
provided under this bill. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. · 

Mr. ABERNETHY. It is also fair to 
say, is it not, that after a man becomes 
a member of the union, if he should 
thereafter fail to pay his dues to the 
union, that he loses his job? 

Mr. BUCK. That is correct, but when 
the employee takes his job with that 
company he knows that fact in advance. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman just 
made a statement that I want to be very 
positive about. The bill now before us, 
if enacted into law in its present form, 
will outlaw, after the date stated in the 
bill, every cl0sed-shop contract in the 
United States; is that correct? 

Mr. BUCK. That is correct. 
Mr. C:P..AWFORD. Then, having out

lawed the contract, the employer and a 
majority of the employees, 51 percent 
plus, may proceed to negotiate a union 
contract. 

Mr. BUCK. For a union shop. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York has expired. 
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for three addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there · objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. ' 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Then the employer 

and the employees having agreed on that 
contract, an employee may then have 
30 days in which to make up his mind as 
to whether or not he wm go along with 
the 51 percent plus. 

Mr. BUCK. That is right. If he does 
not go along then he can no longer re
main an employee of the company. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Or work in that 
plant where a contract was created un
der the law. 

Mr. BUCK. That is right. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. That is the situation? 
Mr. BUCK. That is right. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Now, to under

stand the gentleman, then, the Hoffman 
amendment would do exactly what? 

Mr. BUCK. The Hoffman amendment 
flould outlaw the provision for a union 
shop. It would destroy union security 
and deny the union any assured mem
bership support in any plant even where 
the employees want it. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And generally up
set the provisions of the entire bill, you 
might say. 

Mr. BUCK. I feel that way. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, 'will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. The question has 

been raised as to the position of the 
employer in this union-shop arrange
ment. I direct the attention of the 
Committee to page· 34 of the bill, where 
they will find, beginning in line 20, these 
words: 

The application-

And that is referring to the applica
tion for such a union-shop contract
shall be under oath and must state the em
ployer-'s agreement to such provision was nat 
obtained either directly or indirectly by 
means of a strike or other concerted inter
ference with the employer's operations, or 
by means of any threat thereof. 

Of course, the application is filed with 
the Administrator. 

It is provided further, beginning with 
line 7, page 35: 

If within the time so prescribed the em
ployer does ma].{e objection to the applica
tion-

And so forth. 
Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 

_from Ohio. 
Mr. BREHM. This amendment, if 

adopted, would say that if every employee 
unanimously voted for the union· shop 
and the employer wanted the union shop, 
still they could not have it; and I do not 
mean just exactly 51 percent, but unani-
mously. · 

Mr. BUCK. It would be 1llegal. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
five words. I rise in opposition to 'the 
amendment o:ffered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN]. 

In the State of Wisconsin we have in 
our statutes what is known as the volun
tary union shop. It is quite similar to the 
provision written· into this committee bill. 
As other gentlemen have stated, it is not 
a proposition concerning which the em
ployees may strike or collectively bargain. 
Under the committee bill, it is permitted 
only where the employer and the em
ployees-that is, 51 percent of them
want it. I think those who want to out
law even that evidence the fact that they 
are essentially against the idea of a union, 
or at least they want to cripple it to the 
point where it must be ine:ffective. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not a fact that 
with the provision on page 34 it does not 
make any difference whether you have 
this amendment or any similar amend
ment, because in fact you destroy the 
union shop by prohibiting a strike in 
favor of it? · 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. You per
mit it where it is voluntary. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, but how many 
employers are going to agree to a union 
shop? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I think 
there are a great many of them that 
want union shops. · 

Mr. KENNEDY. Did many of the em
ployer witnesses before our committee 
show any evidence that they desired a 
union shop? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I think 
probably the majority of them did not, 
but some took the other position. 

Mr. KENNEDY. This amendment is 
really unimportant because you are not 

· going to have many union shops anyway. 
Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I think 

we are going to have a number of them, 
because I think the enlightened employer 
sees the value of a union. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does not the gen
tleman really feel that if you are going 
to have a union shop, and you should 
have, you should strike out that section 
on page 34 that .forbids the right to strike 
to get a union shop? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Per
sonally I am in favor of permitting the 
employees to bargain for a union shop. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And to strike if they 
want to? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Yes. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 

to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. The gentleman 

comes from a State where they have stat
utes providing for a voluntary closed 
shop. · 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Yes, a 
voluntary union shop. . 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Will the gentleman 
enlighten the House as to what the ex
perience under that has been, whether 
there has been any substantial disrup
tion of the legitimate labor-union 
activJty? · 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. As far 
as I know there has been none whatsoever 
in regard to Wisconsin. You have a 
similar provision in this bill. As I 
stated a moment ago, thos·e that would 
want to outlaw even the union shop are 
those that are essentially against the idea 
of a union. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. · Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Is it not true that the 
troubles of not onlY Allis-Chalmers in the 
gentleman's own district but the J. I. 
Case people grew out of the fact that they 
have refused to sign a union-shop con
tract? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. The 
trouble with the Allis-Chalmers situation 
was that the local there was dominated 
by Communist officers. That was the 
chief over-all proposition in the dispute. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Has not the company 
refused to sign a union-shop contract? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It has 
refused to deal with that particular group 
on almost anything because they were 
Communists. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Why does not the 
gentleman answer my question? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. What 
Is the question? 
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Mr. HOFFMAN. Does the gentleman 

think they have refused, among other 
reasons, for the reason that that con
tract calls for a union shop? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. As I un
derstand, the reason for refusing to ne
gotiate with that group of oflicers is that 
they were Communists and Communist 
dominated. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, w11I the 
gentleman Yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FISHER. The fact is that if this 
amendment is voted down and they do 
write into this bill a recognition of the 
union-shop philosophy and authorize it 
where a majority of the people working 
in a plant vote for it, and it is agreed 
to by the employer, under that condi
tion as many as 49 percent of the people 
working in that plant may be required 
and forced to pay union dues and belong 
to the union in order to work there; 
otherwise they must leave that plant. 
That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. That 
Is correct, if the employer agrees to it. 
In my opinion, the situation there is 
that when a majority of the workers in 
that plant want a union and the em
ployer wants it, every person in that 
employ should belong to that union. 

I also understand that the provisions 
·of the bill, as the gentleman well knows, 
also prohibit every type of racketeering 
that has existed heretofore and very defi
nitely it regulates the activities of the 
unions so that 49 percent, to which the 
gentleman refers, would in nowise be 
punished in any respect. They are 
merely required to pay reasonable dues 
which are required for the unions. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this 
amendment. Its adoption will in nowise 
punish the workingmen as has been 
alleged. It may not be so good for some 
labor leaders and politicians, but there is 
nothing wrong about it so far as those 
who really earn their living by toil are 
concerned, and I think it is they that 
deserve primary consideration. 

I want to say a word in reply to the 
argument that is so often made that a 
majority of the employees in a plant have 
the right to impose their will upon· the 
minority, forcing them to pay tribute for 
the right to work, and so forth, because 
they receive certain benefits which would 
not otherwise accrue to them. If this is 
a correct principle now, then the whole 
Constitution rests on an entirely false 
basis. One of the underlying concepts 
of that charter is protection of the rights 
of minorities. The idea that a majority 
knows what is best for a minority and 
can impose its will upon them is a purely 
authoritarian concept. The important 
point to be noted here is that it is the 
political regime controlling our Govern
ment that is forcing the minority in a 
plant to become subservient to the ma
jority. It should not be overlooked that 
it is Federal law that empowers the ma
jority to exercise control over the mi
nority. Therein lies the fundamental 
wrong. Nothing can justify that. 

Furthermore, the analogy which fs 
sought to be drawn between an arrange
ment such as that provided under the 
Wagner Act which empowers a majority 
to force its ~I upon a minority on the 
one hand and majority rule in matters 
politic on the other is a wholly false 
analogy. The Constitution postulates the 
protection of minorities by majority rule, 
not the plundering of them. 

Indeed, it is diflicult to find in any 
stage in the development of trades 
unionism the absence of strong political 
interest. 

We are primarily dealing not with any 
fundamental di1ferences that exist be
tween employers and employees-basi
cally this is essentially a political prob
lem. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman Yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. FISHER. It has been pointed out 
repeatedly that this kind of an arrange
ment may be voluntarily arrived at 
through a majority of the members of 
the employees in a plant agreeing with 
management. Does not the gentleman 
believe that this issue should not be 
settled on that basis, but should be ap
proached on the basis of sound public 
policy as to whether the ·congress of the 
United States wants to adopt a measure 
which would approve of a situation which 
would force union membership before a 
man is allowed to work in any particular 
place? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I think the gen
tleman is quite correct. In other words, 
I think we ought to go back to the Con
stitution of the United States. All this 
amendment does is reassert the pro
visions in the Constitution which guar
antee to every man the liberty to work 
where he pleases, at what work he can 
get that suits him best, for such wages 
as he can bargain for voluntarily with his 
employer without having to pay tribute 
to anyone or belong to any organization. 
That is my. view of this amendment. 
Ninety-nine percent of the Members of 
the House know that is right. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman 
just made a very truthful statement, that 
is, if this amendment is not adopted, 
under the bill as it is now written, a man 
who goes to work in a union shop will 
have to pay tribute or else be out· of his 
job. ~hat is true, is it not? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. That is right. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. And is that not 

what your party has been opposing and 
speaking against for years? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. That is right. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. You are right that 

it is right. 
Mr. SMITH of Ohio. It has been stated 

by men who are opposed to this amend
ment that the provision in the bill does 
not impose involuntary servitude upon 
the minority. Of course it does. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to my be
loved colleague, 

Mr. JENNINGS. As I see the diftlculty 
about majority rule, if you get a major
ity of the workmen in a plant who agree 
with the management of the plant that 
they want a union, why should they not 
have it? Many of the men of the minor
ity of the employees, whether it be 49 
percent or 30 percent or 15 percent, would 
get the benefit of that contract made be
tween the majority of their fellow work
men and the management. It seems to 
me that it is not unreasonable that they 
should go along and contribute dues like 
the others. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. In other words, 
papa knows best? Is not that your 
proposition? 

Let me emphasize that it is not the 
workingman that will be punished by the 
adoption of this amendment. What 
earthly right have we legislators to em
power by law a majority of employees tn 
a plant to force a minority to pay tribute 
to anybody for the right to work or to 
belong to any organization? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman Yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. MADDEN. I wish to compliment 

the gentleman from Ohio and also the 
gentleman from · Michigan [Mr. HoFF
MAN] and also the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FisHER]. You gentlemen are sin
cere. You lack hypocrisy. You are 
telling the Members of the Congress and 
the country what you want, although I 
am opposed to both of these amend
ments. Nevertheless, the amendment 
o1fered by the gentleman from. Michigan 
[Mr. HoFFMAN] will execute labor, while 
the committee amendment will merefy 
give it a general anesthetic, but the 
result is the same. 

The CHAlRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio fMr. SMITH] has 
expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? u 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

it is my contention that the political ele~ 
ment which has intruded itself into 
employer-employee relationships has 
done more to create ill will and strife 
between those two groups than all other 
factors combined. Making political cap
ital out of industrial capital is one of the 
oldest industries in the world. A study 
of the evolution of the trades-union 
movement in the different countries 
shows that pontics has always been one 
of its prominent features. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. OWENS. Is it not true that the 

gentleman in appearing before the com
mittee, and now on the floor, is against 
any labor relations bill at all? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I urged in testi
mony before your committee the repeal 
of the Wagner and Norris-LaGuardia 
Acts. I did this purely in the interests 
of the workingmen themselves. My tes
timony will show that I took the position 
that the Wagner Act is not labor's Magna 
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Carta but its death warrant, that it is 
carrying them into slavery just as was 
done under Communist Russia, Fascist 
Italy, and Nazi Germany, and precisely 
by the same procedures. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Is the gentleman, in 

all frankness, opposed to collective bar
gaining? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The gentleman 
is not opposed to collective bargaining if 
it is purely voluntary; if it is not imposed 
by force, that is, law. Bargaining im
posed by law just is not bargaining. It 
is simply a species of paternalism or dic
tatorship, 

Mr. KEATING. Does not the gentle
man feel that in thousands of instances 
throughout this country it is necessary 
for the workingmen to be organized in 
a union in order to deal on a fair basis 
with its employer? 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I am not opposed 
to unions. What I am opposed to is po
litical meddling in the field of employer
employee relationships through trade
unions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has again expired. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition tc the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with in
terest to the speech of the able and dis
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
SMITH], who just left the floor, in behalf 
of the Hoffman amendment. May I 
urge him to make a careful reading, if 
he has not already done so, of that very 
able opinion delivered by former Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
United States and former President of 
the United States, William Howard Taft, 
bearing on this identical question. It 
could not be said that Chief Justice Taft 
was ever accused of being one-sided in 
his support of labor. He said in that 
able opinion in a case that went up from 
Pennsylvania that under the Constitu
tion of the United States the working 
people had the right to organize. He 
also said that it was necessary that the 
workers of this country have that right 
and exercise it because the individual 
worker could not protect himself against 
the organized brains and capital of this 
country. To meet the aggregate of 
capital and brains, it was necessary for 
the workers to organize their brains and 
brawn. 

Our colleague the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. SMITH], states that he is op
posed to the closed shop or the union 
shop. Undec the closed shop, the union 
in effect hires and fires the workers in 
a plant. Management merely advises 
the union of the number of workers re
quired and the character of work they 
are to do and the union sends these men 
to the employer. No one can work in a 
closed shop unless he belongs to the 
union and the dues are collected by 
management and turned over to the 
union. 

A union shop is somewhat different to 
a closed shop. Management selects and 
employs the workers and under proper 
conditions can discharge them. Under 

this bill, the workers in any shop, fac
tory, mine, or plant can have a union 
shop provided 30 percent of the workers 
in any particular shop or plant petition 
to the Administrator under this act to 
establish a union shop and then if 51 
percent of the w·orkers in that plant, 
shop, or factory vote for the union shop 
and the employer agrees with the ma
jority of his workers to have a union 
shop, then a union shop is established 
and the 51 percent of the worlcers, by 
their votes, elect a bargaining agent or 
representative. Of course, they can se
lect such union as they desire and there
upon they can enter into a collective
bargaining agreement as to wages, work
ing hours, working conditions, and other 
matters pertaining to their employment. 

Labor organizations of this country, 
as well as management and business, 
have objected to the Government inter
fering in the a1Iairs of the workers and 
management in matters pertaining to 
their wages, hours, working conditions, 
and so forth. This bill is most demo
cratic. It puts it up to the workers and 
management as to whether or not they 
will have a union shop, a bargaining 
agent and collective bargaining. In the 
formation of the union, the workers who 
oppose it can vote against it. All of these 
elections are conducted under the proper 
supervision of the Government and the 
balloting is secret and must be free from 
coercion or fraud. 

No. act ever passed by Congres protects 
the rights of individual workers and the 
legitimate rights of the unions as well as 
the workers as this measure does. No 
union can expell its members except for 
just cause set forth in this bill. Some 
of our colleagues here today have de
nounced as racketeering the collection 
of union dues from the minority mem
bers who are opposed to the union shop 
and collective bargaining. No doubt, 
there have been abuses in the collection 
and disbursement of union dues. The · 
purpose of this bill is to cure any such 
abuses. 

Is there any doubt in the mind of any 
man on the floor ,of this House that 
brains and brawn have greatly increaEed 
the wages of the workers, shortened the 
hours of service and bettered their work
ing conditions? If 51 percent of those 
employed in the shop, mill or mine, agree 
on the establishment of the union and 
select a bargaining agent and enter into 
a bargaining contract, it will benefit not 
only the 51 percent but also equally the 
49 percent. Why should the 20 percent, 
the 30 percent, or the 49 percent of those 
in the minority not contribute their share 
of the necessary expenses of the union as 
well as the 51 percent or more? If the 
union is established in this way and bene
fits come to the workers all alike, is it 
not only fair that the beneficiaries, 
whether the majority or the minority, 
contribute their equal share in securing 
these benefits? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Is not that analogous 
to a bond issue for the building of school 
houses or raising the pay of school teach
ers? It carries by a majority vote, yet 
those who vote against the issue must 
contribute their share of the public cost 
of the benefit. 

Mr. ROBSION. My friend from Ten
nessee is certainly correct, but in the 
case of the increase of pay for teachers, 
I cannot see how it would be equitable 
for the teachers who benefit by their 
teachers' organizations in securing in
creased salaries and other benefits who 
fail to contribute to their teachers' as
sociations or their national association 
through whose efforts the increase was 
brought about. In the Bar Association 
of lawyers or other legitimate groups, 
lodges, and so forth, certain benefits 
accrue to the members. Each member 
is expected and does contribute his part. 
I really believe each person, who is able 
to do so, should carry his part. 

This bill will take the so-called 
racketeers out of labor unions and labor 
contracts. It will not be the Govern
ment running the labor unions-it will 
be the workers and employers themselves 
carrying on the business of management 
and labor. Our friend from Michigan, 
by his amendment, hopes to take away 
the right of labor to organize and bar
gain collectively. I agree with Chief 
Justice Taft that labor has the right, 
under the Constitution of the United 
States, to organize for the benefit of 
themselves and their families. They 
not only have the right, in my opinion, 
but it is necessary for them to do so. I 
have always favored honest, sincere, col
lective bargaining, mediation, concilia
tion, and arbitration of the disputes aris
ing between management and labor. 
ONE HUNDRED AND NINETEEN MILLION DAYS LOST 

IN 1946 

The Government records show that 
for the 6 years preceding the enactment 
of the National Industrial Recovery Act 
of 1933-NRA-the United States had an 
average of 753 strikes per year involving 
an average of 297,000 workers; during 
the next 6 years there were an average 
of 2,541 strikes per year involving an 
average oi 1,181,000 workers a year, and 
during the next 5 years, that is 1939 
through 1944,. there was an average of 
3,514 strikes a year involving an average 
of 1,508,000 worlcers. These strikes dur
ing those 12 years or 13 years represented 
the loss of tens of millions of man-days 
of work, but the number of strikes and 
man-days lost increased rapidly year by 
year. In 1945 approximately 38,000,000 
man-days of labor was lost as a result of 
strikes-still on the increase. In 1946, 
according to the Government records, 
there were 4,985 strikes and there were 
119,000,000 man-days lost. It is said 
that the average pay of workers involved 
in these strikes was approximately $10. 
That means that the workers alone in
volved lost $1,119,000,000 in wages in 
1946. 

Beginning with the NRA and on down 
to and including 1946, we see an increase 
in the number of strikes of 800 percent 
and the number of workers involved and 
the number of man-days lost greatly ex
ceeded 800 percent in 1946 over 1933. 
This appalling loss of man-days does not 
take into account the tens of millions of 
man-days lost as a result of indirect 

·effect of strikes. I recall last year dur-
ing the coal strike that perhaps 85 per
cent of the trainmen in my section were 
laid off and 27 daily trains in the State of 
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Kentucky were taken out of the service 
during that strike by reason of the 
strike. Many factories were closed in 
Kentucky and literally thousands were 
closed throughout the Nation. This was 
only one of the many big strikes, that 
have taken place in the last 10 or 15 
years. The losses to the workers and 
their families were tremendous and the 
loss to agriculture, industry, and com
merce was even greater. It is quite evi
dent that under our present laws the re
lationship between management and 
labor is not what it should be. Some 
plan must be worked out to improve the 
relationship between management and 
labor not only in the interest of manage
ment and labor but in the interest of the 
American people as a whole. Labor, 
management, and the American people 
as a whole all have a stake in this very, 
very important problem. The American 
people are demanding action and relief 
from these conditions. 

Labor has rights that should be and 
must be respected and protected. This 
same thing goes as to management, busi
ness, and the American people as a whole. 

The Committee on Education and La
bor of the Ho~e has worked diligently 
for many weeks-yes. for several 
months-trying to find a way to protect 
the rights of all three of these groups 
and find a way to bring about better 
relationship between management and 
labor. They have heard the testimony 
of a multitude of witnesses in favor of 
and in opposition to legislation on this 
matter, and out of it ail they have sub
mitted to the House the bill that is now 
before us. The . ~oznmittee is made up 
of Republicans aud Democrats. Eight
een Republicans and Democrats favor
ably reported this bill: Four of the mem
bers of that committee expressed them
selves as being opposed, and it is now 
up to the House and Senate ·to review 
the work of the conim.ittees of the House 
and Senate, in an effort to pass a law · 
that will be just and fair to labor and 
management and also protect the just 
rights of the 140,000,000 Americans. 
While much has been said over the radio 
and In the press urging persons to write 

. or wire their Congressmen and Senators. 
I thought that we . would receive a :flood 
of letters. telegrams, and wires, but 
strange to say that, although this bill 
has been under consideration for some 
days in the House, I have only received 
three letters and telegrams urging me 
to support the bill and one letter and 
one telegram expressing opposition to 
the bill. During the further considera
tion of the bill I expect to be present all 
of the time and do what I can to help 
make it a better bill. I recognize it is 
very important to labor, management. 
and the American people. There are 
some things in the bill that do not meet 
my approval but, of course, after we have 
finished the bill it will then go to the 
Senate. and, as there may be some dif
ferences in the provisions of the Senate 
bill and the House bill, it will then go 
to conference and the conferees of the 
House and Senate will consider bOth bjlls 
and try to arrive at a just and fair com
promise and report their findings to their 
respective bodies, and when it comes up 
in the House and Senate and these two 

Houses approve the ·conference report, 
that, then. will be the final bill. and I 
hope that when it does come up for final 
approval that the bill Will be improved 
and that we then can say that the House 
and Senate, through long and earnest 
effort, have presented the very best bill 
possible. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the com
mittee will oiler a committee amend
ment on page 50, an amendment which 
should be considered in connection with 
the question now under discussion. That 
is a section which proposes to recog
nize State action · on the question of 
the closed shop. It is a very important 
section. It is a very important section 
particularly in those States which have 
taken action upon this ·question, either 
by legislation or by constitutional amend
ment. I call attention to it because just 
this week the attorneys general of several 
States have been in session at Lincoln. 
Nebr., to consider what steps they may 
need to take in order to protect the valid
ity of State enactments on the subject 
in view of the congressional power over 
interstate commerce. 

Section 13 on page 50, which is a com
mittee amendment, reads a8 follows: 

SEc. 13. Nothing 1n this act shall be con
strued to :Invalidate any State law or consti
tutional provision which restricts the right 
of an employer to make agreements with 
labor organizations requiring as a condition 
of employment membership tn such labor 
organization, and an such agreements, Insofar 
as they purport to impose such reqUlremelita 
contrary to the provisions of the law or con
stitution of any State, are hereby divested 
of their character as a. subject of regulation 
by Congress under its power to regulate com
merce among the several States and with 
foreign nations, to the extent that Ruch 
&.,<>Teements shall, 1n addition to being sub
ject to any applicable preventive provisions 
of this act, be subject to the operation and 
effect of such State laws and constitutional 
provisions as well.. 

It seems to me it is important to re
member that will be offered as a com
mittee amendment because it strength
ens the provisions of the bill so far as 
bans on the closed shop are concerned in 
the States which have taken action. I 
think now there are about 12 States that 
have taken formal action and another 
dozen have that kind of action under 
consideration. Those who want to sup
port the committee position · can well 
vote, it seems to me, to support the com
mittee in the provisions heretofore dis
cussed and against the amendment now 
pending and in favor of the committee 
amendment which will be offered as sec
tion 13 of the amended Wagner Act. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FISHER. Of course, the gentle
man refers to the fact that there were 
12 States, now 13 with Texas, that have 
voted on this proposition. which is an 
indication of the overwhelming pubUc 
opinion in this country in that direction. 
In that connection I should like to call 
the gentleman•s attention to the fact 
that in the last Gallup poll on this sub
ject 66 ~rcent of the American people 

are shown as favoring the open shop, 18 
percent favor the union shop. 8 percent 
favor the closed shop, and 8 percent have 
no opinion on the subject. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think 
that is representative of the general 
opinion. My State first enacted a legis
lative bill and then the voters in a gen
eral election confirmed that by an 
amendment to the State constitution, 
known as the right-to-work amendment. 
Under this trend the gentleman men~ 
tions that will be done in many other 
States of the country. The committee 
amendment will support such action 
where it is taken. 

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEARNEY. I have read section 
13. May I ask the gentleman if it would 
not suffice if in the second line. after the 
word "provision," a period were inserted 
and strike out the rest of the section? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of course, 
if you put a period there, it would be 
pretty broad because it woUld deal with 
subjects other than the right of the em~ 
player to make closed-shop agreements. 
You might nullify much of the bill, be
cause you would establish State rights 
to deal with all phases of industrial re
lations in spite of any provisions what
soever in the act. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. !{EATING. · In considering the 
Gallup poll referred to by the gentleman 
from Texas. is it not the understanding 
of the gentleman that that poll was on 
the question of what a particular person 
preferred, a closed or union shop, the 
question not being: Did the person pre
fer to have the Congress of the United 
States ban legally one or the other. the 
closed shop or union shop? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gen
tleman probably has answered the ques
tion in his ttuestion. I do not remember 
the exact phrasing of the Gallup poll 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlema~ from South Dakota has ex
pired. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman. I move 
to strike out the last nine words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the pending amendment which I do not 
propose to discuss in detail. I am very 
much constrained to express deep regret 
that we have been unable to find a way 
to face the very se~·ious problem of labor 
and management., and capital, because 
there are now three groups involved. 
There used to be just capital and labor .. 
now management has become a. vitaJ 
factor. I am particularly sorry that we 
cannot go at so vital a problem as is 
involved in H. R. 3020 basically rather 
than doing little more than treat symp. 
toms. Granted that the companies must 
have relief, granted that the country 
must be able to go forward in production. 
How can capital put its money into en
largement of its industry unless it knows 
that it is not going to be held up bY 
strikes ~nd labor problems? Lead time 
is of basic importance to production and 
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it is rooted in the need to know that 
there will be no stoppages at any point. 
How are you going to handle the pro
duction of automobiles or anything else 
unless there can be assurance of con
tinuous action on the part of both man
agement and labor? 

I want to see us get back to a few basic 
things, to be a truly united country. 
The greatest thing we had to give the 
world beginning on V J -day was our 
much-vaunted genius for production. 
The world needed everything, everything, 
but we just have not got into high gear. 
Yes, one reads that production is high, 
but try and buy something that you 
want; just try it. If we had started our 
production lines of peacetime commodi
ties promptly and kept them moving 
there could- not have been such high 
prices. One of the best known of the 
leaders of labor joined with industrial
ists and Government men in stating that 
production is the great need in avoiding 
inflation and a consequent depression. 

I have watched with a sad heart the 
results of our policies toward our work
ers. We seem to have taken away from 
a man the dignity of -his own labor, the 
joy of his work, the urge to do a better 
job each day. This loss of satisfaction 
in work well done is one of the most dis
tressing things that have happened to us 
as a people. 

I regret that I must feel as I do that 
this bill reflects too strongly the results 
of the strikes that are doing so much to 
destroy our usefulness as a nation in a 
world that-looks to · us for help and in
spiration. I cannot agree with &Pme of 
its provisions. I shall do what I can to 
change those features that seem to me 
most objectionable. I shall hope t.hat if 
I and those in agreement with me are not 
successful, conference with the other 
body may eliminate the worst of them. 
But I wish we might deal with funda
mental causes and at this poirit, Mr. 
Chairman, I speak as a woman, not just 
as a Congresswoman. I would like to 
have known what are the living condi
tions of the workman? What does his 
wife have to contend with? How much 
of the difficulties of living is due to too 
little money? How much of it is due in a 
measure at least to the human element 
in the men and women themselves, and 
how much of it is really due to an ill
adjusted economy? Surely we must take 
into consideration the human element. 

There is no way to avoid the hard fact 
that there is a real need for some dis
ciplinary legislation, unfortunately. 
Once again the responsibility falls upon 
those of us who are Republicans. But 
we do not forget that it was the Republi
cans who disciplined capital when capital 
got all out of hand. Surely we cannot re
fuse to teke a similar responsibility at 
this point in relation to another group. 
I should be happier if I could be very cer
tain that we will remember that all the 
fault is never on one side. Disciplines 
must be set up to curb the present trends, 
but these should be established with jus
tice and restraint and a sense of the com
mon needs of all concerned. And I 
insist, Mr. Chairman, that we should dis
cip!ine ours8lves as well. 

Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last 10 words. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall support this 
amendment. I believe it presents the 
issue whether or not we are going to 
maintain our fundamental American 
freedoms, which have already been frit
tered away to a great extent or whether 
we shall have a new birth of freedom for 
the individual. This amendment simply 
gives a laborer the right to refrain from 
joining a union. Why should an Ameri
can citizen not enjoy that right? 
· It is true that with this right the non

union member may enjoy benefits which 
have been secured by organized labor 
without having contributed to this result. 
Strictly spreaking and all other things 
being equal this seems unfair to those 
who are organized. 

However, it seems to me that the other 
considerations outweigh this inequality. 
The uni.on shop proposed in this bill dif
fers from the closed shop only in that the 
former requires that the employer must 
voluntarily ask for the union shop, then 
50 percent of the actual employees 
must vote for it and upon the happening 
of these two events it becomes a closed 
shop to every employee 30 days after he 
begins work there. From that time on 
he becomes the subject of union officials 
and must assume at least moral coopera
tion and responsibility for all the con
duct of union leadership. 

Now the principal criticism of unions 
today is not directed at unionism itself 
but . to the irresponsible and corrupt 
management and leadership into which 
many unions have drifted. It requires 
but little reading of the hearings on this 
bill to cause one to shudder at the tyran
ny and depredation committed by such 
union officers and leaders. A member of 
such unions must assume partial respon
sibility for such conduct. 

I have, I dare say, thousands of labor 
constituents in my district who cannot 
conscientiously become members of cer
tain unions because they cannot and 
dare not accept joint responsibility for 
the conduct of leaders of such type. 
They should not be compelled by the 
union -shop provision in this bill to ac
cept that stigma but have the right to 
refrain from joining any union whose 
leaders engage in disreputable practices. 

It is, of course, true that all legislation 
is the result of compromise. But to com
promise on this principle is as I said at 
the outset a further frittering away of a 
fundamental American freedom. It is 
further an admission that the union 
shop is not something that can be sold 
on its merits but must be riveted on the 
wrists and ankles of a substantial part 
of our citizenry for the ease and certain 
tribute for such aforesaid labor leaders. 
Therefore I believe the amendment 
should be adopted. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last 11 words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not participated 
in the debate up to this point. I think 
the members of the committee who· have 
spoken have very well explained the bill. 
The knowledge of the bill and of its pro
visions they have displayed conclusively 
demonstrates the fine, thorough work 
they have done in its preparation. -I 
want to commend the members of the 
committee for the excellent work they 
have done on the bill, and that comnien-

dation also applies to members of the 
committee on the other side of the aisle 
who worked with the members of the 
committee on this side of the aisle in 
bringing this bill to the floor for con- · 
sideration. I make that comment be
cause it is worthy of note that the bill 
was reported for action by a vote of 
18 to 4. 

There is no question but that the issue 
here presented is one of great impor
tance. It is one about which the people 
of the country have debated. It has 
been the subject of countless polls. It 
has been the subject of much controversy 
among many honest, conscientious citi
zens, and certainly among honest and 
conscientious Members of Congress, 
Members striving to find the right an
swer. 

I am glad that in the consideration of 
this particular proposition we have had 
real argument rather than epithets. I 
have listened to much of the debate on 
this bill, and I regret that on occasion 
we have had name-calling rather than 
argument, which is certainly a poor sub
stitute for reasoned judgment. 
· Some reference was made to party po

sition. I have not understood that at 
any time in a party announcement my 
party declared itself specifically for the 
abolition by legislative action of the un
ion shop or the closed shop. Our posi
tion for the enactment of fair and rea
sonable legislation dealing .with labor
management relations has been known 
for a long time. On that we stand and 
on that we are proceeding here today. 
. I commend the committee_ particularly 

for the provisions they have worked out 
in respect of this particularly trouble
some problem. As I understand the bill, 
the closed shop, and there is a manifest 
difference between the closed shop and 
the union shop, is outlawed by the terms 
of the bill, but as to the union shop, 
this is w_hat we are doing: First of all, 
it ought to be understood by everybody 
that whether .it is a union shop or a 
closed shop the arrangement stems from 
a contract entered into by the employer 
with the employees. It is not ordered by 
Government, it is not put into effect by 
Government. I am one of those who 
have felt that Government had no right 
or authority to order a closed shop or 
a union shop into effect where the 
parties did not want to agree to it. 

I understand that frequently employ
ers who ere against the union shop will 
say that they are not free agents in ar
riving at the contract. My view about 
that is that an employer has some re
sponsibilities that he ought to be ready 
to meet. If by legislation we throw 
around him the mantle of protection to 
the end that whatever contract he enters 
into in this regard he may enter into 
voluntarily · and without coercion, then 
certainly that leaves him a free agent to 
do what he thinks ought to be done. 

On the question of giving the employ
ees the right of free action, it is likewise 
provided in the bill before us that a secret 
ballot must be had by the employees and 
that a majority must vote for a union
shop agreement before it can be put into 
effect. I know many employers prefer 
a union shop. They find nothing wrong 
with it. They operate under it. TheY. 
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take it by choice. They say if they are 
going to have a union they want every
body to belong to the union. 

There is the right of the freedom of 
employment or the seeking of employ
ment left to every man. I believe that 
if this provision is written into the law 
some of the troublesome things we have 
seen and which have distressed us all 
in connection with labor disputes on this 
very problem will be done away with. 
In any event, why not give it a try? Why 
not see how it will work? If it should 
happen in the future that this is a sat
isfactory and adequate provision and ar
rangement, then we have gone far 
enough. If the course of experience 
demonstrates it is not sufficient, then 
there will be time in the future to do 
whatever else might need to be done. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentle
man is malting a constructive defense of 
the principle of the union shop. How
ever, I think the gentleman should be 
aware of the fact that under the opera
tions of this bill the union shop is for 
all practical purposes destroyed so that 
in defending the provisions of this bill 
the gentleman is negating what he sa-id 
in his very able defense of the principle 
of the union shop. 

Mr. HALLECK. I may say to the 
gentleman I do not agree with his inter
pretation of the bill. Of course, if his 
interpretation is correct, then his argu
ment is a complete answer to those who 
seek to strike out the provisions of the 
bill as the amendment of the gentleman 
from Michigan undertakes to do. 

As I say, I do not agree with his con-
. tention as to the effect of the provisions 

of this bill. It seems to me that the 
rights of the people on the employer's 
side are adequately protected and that 
the rights of the people on the employ
ee's side are adequately protected. If 
through free agreement one of these 
arrangements is worked out, I think the 
objective that probably would be sought 
by all will be achieved. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I · merely wish to call 
the attention of my distinguished col
league the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLECK] to the reference he made to 
the poll that was taken on this bill. I 
cannot in . my wildest stretch of imagi
nation see how any polling institution, 
the Gallup poll or any other, could in
telligently go out among the American 
people and take a poll on this 68-page 
complicated piece of legislation. Yes
terday afternoon I asked the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GWINN] a question 
as to whether or not Theodore Eiserman, 
a Wall Street lawyer, one of the attor
neys for the Chrysler Corp., sat. in with 
the Republican majority in the drafting 
of this bill. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GwiNN] answered, as is set 
out in to day's RECORD: 

Theodore Eiserman, as you know, was 
what we thought one of our best witnesses. 

He intrcduced not only a fine statement 
on the law but introduced his own book, 

XCIII--225 

and on occasions I conferred with him in 
my .office. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. No. 
Another point to which I wish to call 

attention is the absolute sincerity and 
lack of hypocrisy on the part of the gen
tleman from Ohio, Dr. SMITH, when he 
stated that the Wagner Act and the Nor
ris-LaGuardia Act should be completely 
wiped out. As I see it, if either of these 
amendments is adopted-and I am 
against both of them-the same effect 
will take place and the Wagner Act will 
be nullified. But let us take our friend, 
the gentleman from Ohio, Dr. SMITH, at 
his word, and that will bring us back be
yond 1935, if we wipe out the Wagner 
Act. Of course, then we go into the de
pression that was caused by the Repub
lican malfeasance and misfeasance in 
office during the twenties, when we had 
over 14,000,000 men idle during the 
period from '29 to '33. So let us elimi
nate those 4 years from Dr. SMITH'S 
survey. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Not right now. 
Then we go back beyond 1928. Then 

we are in the period that the majority 
side are trying to revert us to by the 
passage of this bill. We are in that 
grand old period from 1921 to 1929 when 
we had that so-called perfect economic 
condition referred to by our Republican 
friends. The Republicans are trying to 
bring us back to those days through this 
bill. I can tell you something that was 
going_ on in my own district, the Calumet 
industrial region of Indiana, during the 
1920 period. Men were. working in the 
mills 7 days a week, 12 hours a day, some
times 14 hours a day, and on every second 
Sunday they worked 24 hours-a double 
shift' on every second Sunday. If this 
piece of legislation is enacted into law as 
it is written, we will revert to those days, 
in those good old Republican times, when 
we had three Republican Presidents serve 
beautifully under our former great Sec
retary of the Treasury, Andrew Mellon. 

Mr. Chairman, I again want to com
pliment the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HoFFMAN] the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FISHER] and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SMITH] for being open 
and aboveboard and sincere in their 
contentions for the Hoffman amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

The question is on the amendment sub
mitted by the gentleman. from Michigan 
[Mr. HoFFMAN] to the committee amend
ment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now 
recurs on the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 22, line 1, 

strike out the word "thereof" and insert "of 
a representative." 

The committee amendment was 
a~reed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 22, line 17, 

strike out "2 (ii)" and insert in lieu thereof 
"2 (11)." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed .to. . 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 24, line 19, 

after the word "force",. insert "or other 
illegal or unconstitutional methods." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 25, line 15, 

after the word "strike", insert "or make any 
request to the Administrator under section 
2 (11) for a strike ballot." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 25, line 19, 

after the word "strike", insert the word "ac
tion.'' 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 26, line 8, 

after "(d)" strike out the word "The" and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: "Not
withstanding any other provision of this 
section, th~." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 30, line 21, 

strike out "(c)" and insert "(e)." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 33, line 21, 

strike out the word "believe" and insert 
"believes.'' 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 33, line 22, 

after the word "force", insert "or by any 
illegal or unconstitutional ·methods." 

The committee amendment was agreetl 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 43, line 9, 

strike out the word "on" and insert in lieu 
thereof the word "of." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 45, line 16, 

strike out the word "or" and insert in lieu 
thereof the word "of." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 47, strike out 

all of lines 18 to 22, inclusive. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 50, after line 

14, add the following: 
"SEc. 13. Nothing in this act shall be con

strued to invalidate any State law or con
stitutional provision which restricts the right 
of an employer to make agreements with 
labor organizations requiring as a condition 
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of employment membel"SbJp 1n &ueh labor 
organlzation, and an web ag~eements, ~
far as. they purJM)rt. to im~ sueh xeqube
ments contrary to the provisions of tbe law 
or constitution of any State, are hereby di
vested of their character as a subject or reg
ulation by Congress under its po'W'el'. to reg
ulate commerce among the several States and 
with foreign nations, to the extent that such 
agreements shall, 1~ addition to being sub
ject to any applicable preyentive pravl.s1ons. 
of this act, be subJect to the operation and 
effect of such State laws and eonstitulional 
provisions as well." 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Ml'. Chamnan, I of
fer an amendment to fue eommittee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as foDows~ 
Amendment offered t>y Mr. HoFFMAN to the 

committee amendment: On page 50, line 16, 
after the word "provision" strike out the bal
ance of the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'I'he gentleman 
from Michigan is rec~d. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill-and in many respects it is a most 
excellent bill, and I shan vote for it no 
matter what you do to it-and if I am 
one of the conferees who goes over to 
confer with the Members of the other 
body, I hope, ability permitting, that I 
will do at least as much as-I would like 
to hope more than-any one of the con-. 
ferees from the House to carry out the 
will of the House. 

I had thought that there was some
thing in the thought that you shoUld 
have something to t.rade when y;cu went 
bargaining. I believe sineercly and 
wholeheartedly, and 1 am satisfied that 
a majority of the Republican members 
of the committee who wrote this bm be
lieved, and some of them still do, that it 
was no more than nght and fair and de
cent, if I may use sueb a word, to wtite 
into the bill a declaration that if a man, 
an. American cit.iaen, a retur-ned. vete:ran, 
wanted to refrain from joining i.n unioo 
activities he might have tba.t privilege. 
Unless this amendment is adapted~ be 

· will be, in many instances. denie_d em
ployment unless he jQin.s.,. If the Mem
bers of the House will read the report or 
read the hearings held by the Committee 
on Labor, or if they will read the heaF
ings of the Snbcomm.Htee of the Com
mittee .on Expenditlll'e5 oo :ra.cketee .. ring, 
they Will discova that racketeering and 
extortion are practiced wid~Jy and a:re 
very succ.essiully :piacticed-all carried 
on under the guise that it is a union ac-

-tivity well establis.bed. Hence it was that 
I offered the amendment, but the House 
in its wisdom has voted it down. Of 
course, I am foreed to abide for the time 
being by that decision. 

Mr. LESINSKI.. Mr~ Chai.nnan,. wm 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. l yield ttl the gentle
man :from Michigan. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Has the gentleman 
who is a member of the Expenditure~ 
Committee, found any shortage of sil
verware? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I know the geBtle
man's constituents are personally inter
ested in that and can understand his 
ean1est desi:t:e to get whatever hfs con
stituents want. 

I wish the .Membel"S of the House 
would take this bill and tum to page 50' 

· and read section l:'J. I read It several 

times. r can understand why r cannot 
un~~rstand it but I cannot understand 
wbr seven eminent and distingui.sbed 
Ia wyers of this body on the RepubJican 
side whom I asked late yesterday and 
todQ to explain it do not understand 
wbat it means tmless the pw:pose is to 
permit the states tc l.ega)jze the closed. 
shop while at the same time SQing 
notbing &bout or giving authority to the 
sta: es to pezmit the open shop_ I wish 
a member of the committee would tell 
me wha tbat section means.. U they 
will I will be glad to witbdraw DQ' amend
ment.. I do not know wbat it means and 
1 wonder if you gentlemen know what it 
means.. I will ask the gentlemaL from 
North Carolina lMr. B.Ym:11l to t ell me 
what it means. 1 know the purpose Gr 
at least I t.bink I do I know the state
ment was made in committee that the 
states were to be gi-ven the right to legis
late on the subject The pu:rpose is to 
permit states to legislate if they want to 
on the closed or securitiy union shop or 
open shop issue.. But this section does 
not do that. What does that section 
mean'? 

Mr. BARDEN. I am not exactly going 
to try to take on the job. oi making the 
gentleman understand. 

:Mr-HOFF.MAN_ I know that Iplead 
in. confession. and a. voidance when r rase 
a moment ago. but if the gentleman wm 
make some qther Members of the House 
understand it.. that will be satisfactory 
to me. · 

1\.fr. BARDEN. May I say to the gen
tleman that we had a pretty thorough 
discussion of tbis in the co-mmittee at the 
time it was adopted cverwhelmingly by 
the oommfftee. I am not so sure but 
what the gentleman VJoted for it. 

Mr. HOWM'.AN. 1 would probabJy·fol
low tbe ge-ntleman's advice. 

M.r. BABDEN. 1 hope you will in tbis 
instance and withdraw your amendment. 
All of this amendment. was taken from 
the case bill. "rhete did happen to be a 
slight. ebange in the WOJ'ding oi it., bow
eVJer. 

'I'he CH:.AIRMAN CMr. HoPE) . The 
time oi the gentleman from Miehigan. 
has expired. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Cb.ail:man. I rise 
in opposition t.(} the amendment. 

May I say to the gentleman that.. there. 
are certain teclmicar requirements that 
must be met when you are dealing 
with a matter s.uch as this for it does 
have some beal"ing upon the power 
vested in Congress. It is dealing witb 
a: very teebnica:l EIUestion of .regulating 
commerce between the several States 
and 1n Vliew of the fact that many of th~ 
states ba-we :passed laws dealing with the 
closed shop~ hY'~ then,. the eammittee 
felt, and I am sure the whole Hous~ will 
feel. that the States should be recog
nized and their laws should certainly be. 
given full po.wer and eifect as far as a 
State is. c.o.n.cern.ed.. 

M.r. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentle
man ':f.Iom Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS.. Does it n.ot in eife(lt 
mean this, and is it not designed in baYe 
this effect, that insofar as this House Qr 
the Congress may, it conCedes the right 
of the several States to pass legrslation 

or laws sn:ch as. have been passed by 
certain states. 

Mr. BARDEN. The gentleman ts ex
actly correct. 

Mr. ROFPMAN. Mr. Chai:rman. If 
the gentleman will yield. r st ated in my 
openfng statement that I understood 
wb~t the committee was trying ta get at, 
which was to give permission to the 
states to legislate on Interstate com
merce insofar as it affected these con
tracts. But what I want to know is 
whether this s~ction daes it. !f yon say 
sa~ I will have to go along with yon. 

Mr. BARDEN_ WeH~ Isaysa 
Mr. HOFFMAN. All right. Then I 

withdraw the amendment. 
Mr. CASE of. South Dakota Mr~ 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr- BARDEN. I y1eld to the gentle

man from South Dakota.. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I might 

can attention to the fact, that the S:ev
ent;y-ninth Congress about a year or two 
ago passed a. Ia.w which did this. same 
type of thing in regard to the insurance 
laws. You may remember that we di
vested the insurance business of its inter
state character to a certain er~t and 
that. earlier the Congress had en~c.ted 
the Webh-Kenyan 1aw to permit the 
States t.o handle the liquor t:ramc. fn the. 
days or prohibition, and tbis does exactly 
the same thing. 

Mr. BARDEN. That. is right, as I 
recall it- The amendment Is. in the best 
possible farm the c.ommitt.e.e and its 
attorneys could prepare it 

The CHAmMAN. Without. objection, 
the amendment a.trered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [M:r_ HOFFlllANl to the 
committee amendment is withdra.wn. 

There was. no ahjectfan.. 
. The C'HAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment·. 
The committee am~"'ldment was 

agreed to. 
The CHAJRMAN_ The Clerk will react 
The Clerk read as fallows· 
Committee amendm.ent.: 
Page 51, :Une 5, stiik.e out "'I:I" and !n.

se:tt "!4." 
P!tge 51:, line l!I, strike out "'tt•• and In

sert "15." 

. The committee amendments were. 
agreed to. 
Mr~ LANDIS. Mr. Chaiiman. I oiler 

an amendment .. , 
·The Clerk read as follows~ 
Ame-ndment ofi.ered b:y Mr~ L.uolis: 
Page 21~ ai tlle end cf line 6,. insul. the 

follO-Wing~ "except to the extent permitted. 
by the provisions of section 14.."' · 

Page sr. after t.he committee amendment 
ending in nne a, insert a new set:tfcn reading 
as follows~ 

"TRUST JIUNDS' 

"SEC. H. It sll.all not be a.n unfair Iat>ar 
practice under section 8 (al {2'1 (C} 'lit for 
an employer to make payments to a. trust 
fund established by a representative, :for the 
sore a:m:d. exclusive benefit, ot the employee& of 
slro.b. employer~ a.m:l tbeilr fam:Utes and de
pendent& 'or ai sue» employees,. tamilies
ana dependents jointl] with the emplQJees 
o:l! o.ther emplo.iers, ma.kUI.g silxillar p8!ments 
and their f'ammes and. depend..ents ~, pro~ 
vided (A) such payments are herd in trust 
for the, pnt>pose' e>f paying, elftter ftom }'}rin
cipal! 01" moome or both, for tim benefit of 
employees-, thetr f'ammes- and dependents, 
for medfeal' or hosptta:l care, pel'lSfom on re-
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tirement or death of employees, compensa
tion for injuries or illness resulting from 
occupational activity, or insurance to pro
vide any of the foregoing, or life insurance, 
disability and sickness insurance, or accident 
insurance; and (B) the detailed basis on 
which such payments are to be made 
is specified in a written agreement with the 
employer, and employees and employers are 
equally represented in the administration 
of such fund, such agreement to contain a 
provision that in the event the employer and 
employee groups deadlock on the adminis
tration of such fund, the two groups shall 
agree on an impartial umpire to decide such 
dispute, or in event of their failure to agree 
within a reasonable length of time, an im
partial umpire to decide such dispute shall, 
on petition of either group, be appointed by 
the district court of the United States for 
the district where the trust fund has its prin
cipal office, and shall also contain provisions 
for an annual audit of the trust fund, a 
statement of the results of which shall be 
available for inspection by interested persons 
at the principal office of the trust fund and 
at such other places as may be designated 
in such written agreement; and (C) such 
payments meet the requirements for deduc
tion by the employer under section 23 (a) 
or section 23 (p) of the Internal Revenue 
Code." . 

Renumber the two following sections. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, some of 
us have had no chance to have amend
ments considered in the full committee, 
and I think the members of the com
mittee will bear me out in this. I hope 
the committee will accept this amend
ment. The section on page 21 that has 
to do with the welfare fund outlaws all 
of the pension, health, hospital, and other 
benefits of labor organizations. I do not 
believe the Congress intends to outlaw 
those benefits. This amendment is prac
tically the same amendment that was of
fered to -the Case bill last year to take 
care o:· these health, accident, sickness, 
and death benefits that the welfare funds 
comprise. I wish and hope that the com
mittee will accept this amendment. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. If the gentle
man's amendment is not adopted, what 
will be the result? 

Mr. LANDIS. Those funds and bene
fits will all be wiped out. There are 
about 15 international unions affected, 
and it affects over 600,000 workers in 
America who have put money into these 
funds. 

Mr. JllNKINS of Ohio. If they are 
continued they will just do what they 
were intended to do from the beginning, 
just be beneficial to everybody interested? 

Mr. LANDIS. 'That is correct. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois. 
Mr. MASON. Why is it, then, that the 

committee did not consider this when 
they were preparing the bill? 

Mr. LANDIS. I was to offer no amend
ment in the committee; I was to offer 
amendments on the floor of the House. 
This is the only opportunity I have to put 
the amendment in the bill. 

Mr. MASON. But in the testimony 
before the committee in the hearings this 

must have been stressed. Why was it not 
considered then and adopted as part of 
the bill? 

Mr. LANDIS~ The committee did not 
see fit to take everything. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gen
tleman refers to it as an amendment to 
the Case bill of last year. Does not the 
gentleman mean that this is the so-called 
Byrd amendment, which was added to 
the bill in another body? 

Mr. LANDIS. That is right. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It was in 

the bill as it was approved and went to 
the White House? 

Mr. LANDIS. This is what was known 
as the Byrd amendment to the Case bill 
last year. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Was the amendment 
offered in committee? 

Mr. LANDIS. No; it was not. 
Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 

from Tennessee. • 
Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. Will 

the gentleman's amendment permit the 
employer and employee on a voluntary 
basis to set aside the trust fund for hos
pitalization and retirement? 

Mr. LANDIS. That is right. 
Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. That is 

all it does? 
Mr. LANDIS. It protects all funds 

and benefits. 
Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentle

man from Kentucky. 
Mr. ROBSION. It will continue those 

trust funds that have already been 
created and have been in operation for 
years? 

Mr. LANDIS. That is right; there is 
no question about that. You cannot 
wipe those -out. 

Mr. ROBSION. The House last year 
adopted it in the Byrd amendment? 

Mr. LANDIS. Yes, they adopted it. 
Mr. ROBSION. When they finally 

passed the bill the House accepted it? 
Mr. LANDIS. It passed the HQuse and 

Senate last year. 
Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. If the 

bill passes in the present form, all those 
funds would be wiped out? 

Mr. LANDIS. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. What would happen 
to the existing funds if we failed to adopt 
this amendment? 
· Mr. LANDIS . . They are all outlawed. 

I do not know what would happen to the 
funds they have in their possession, but 
it would outlaw all funds. 

Mr. KEATING. Will the gentleman 
point out just where that is in the bill? 

Mr. LANDIS. On p9ge 21, line 6, tiD. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. Chairman, I think he inadvert
ently and certainly without intent has 
left the wrong impression with the House 
when he says that there was no oppor
tunity to offer this amendment in com
mittee. May I say that in the confer
ence, when we wrote the original drafts
and there were several drafts of the 
bill-the gentleman had that opportu
nity. I recall no instance where he was 
denied the right in committee to present 
this amendment. It was my under
standing that the gentleman attempted 
to present his proposal after we had 
agreed that no additional amendments 
would be offered. I understood the gen
tleman reserved the right to bring it up 
on the floor. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield. 
Mr. LANDIS. The Republicans in the 

committee made an agreement that we 
were not to offer any controversial 
amendments to this bill in the full com
mittee and you gave us the privilege of 
amending the bill on the floor of the 
House. I am surprised. 

Mr. HARTLEY. May I say that the 
last statement that the gentleman from 
Indiana made is correct. When the 
majority members of the committee had 
decided on what we wanted to present 
to the full committee, it was the idea 
then that amendments that were contro
versial would not be offered in the com
mittee. The chairman certainly did 
not reserve the right to prevent any 
Member from offering any amendment 
on the floor of the House. However, I 
do not believe we have had enough op
portunity to know what this amendment 
will really do. I am told it might re
sult in a tax being passed on to the con
sumers of coal, for example, or that the 
workers in the · automobile industry 
might decide that they want to tax every 
car, let us say $50 or $100, for some wel
fare, insurance, or trust fund, which 
would be passed on to the consumers. 

A colleague asks me if this is a John 
L. Lewis amendment. I am not certain 
the gentleman from Indiana offers it in 
that respect, but it might be so termed. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield. 
Mr. LANDIS. You will agree that it 

passed both the House and Senate last 
year? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I understand as the 
gentleman from South Dakota has said 
that it was tacked on to the Case bill in 
the other body and finally did pass the 
House. 

Mr. J~KINS of Ohio. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield. 
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. It seems to 

me a very serious matter. If we passed 
the substance of the amendment of the 
gentleman from Indiana in a previous 
session of Congress, and if it was accepted 
by the House and signed by the President, 
and so forth, and if certain labor organi
zations have been operating under it and 
they have large funds of money which 
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have already been paid in, what then is 
the duty of the gentleman as chairman 
of the committee and the duty of this 
House? We ought to do something 
about it. Why not pass this amend
ment now, and if it is no1> right and 
proper or if it is unsound, it will be 
taken out in conference. But if we 
pass it up now, what are we going to 
do about it? 

Mr. HARTLEY. It is up to the House 
as to what it wants to do, but as chair
man of the committee, I feel it my duty 
to try and protect this bill as it was 
reported out of the committee, and, 
therefore, I am opposed to the amend
ment o~ered by the gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr.-Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. PRIEST. May I ask if the com
mittee considered what the status of 
existing trust funds would be if the pro
vision reported by the committee should 
be adopted and enacted into law? Was 
there any consideration of what would 
happen to existing funds that have been 
set up? 

Mr. HARTLEY. To be very frank, 
I would say to the gentleman I do not 
reCall that issue haVing been thoroughly 
discussed in the committee. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BARDEN. The committee, not 

having dealt with this matter in drawing 
up the bill, those charged with the han
dling, preservation, and distribution ·of 
these funds which are now in existence 
wlll continue to be so charged. It would 
in no way affect the set-up which they 
now have. The committee considered it · 
and overwhelmingly voted to try to some 
extent to put safeguards on something 
that had begun to grow in this country, 
in which we saw great danger. In the 
hearing before the committee it was 
brought out that it was a dangerous 
threat, and the committee in its wisdom 
very wisely put a provision into the bill 
and it was reported out by the committee. 
If I might offer this observation, I sin
cerely hope the House will not interfere 
with that section of the bill, because if 
you do I think you are digging deeper 
into it than you would think, on the 
surface. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have · been very much 
concerned by the language in line 21. 
I know of a great many insurance plans, 
retirement plans of all kinds, in my part 
of the country. Some unions have 
representatives on the committees that 
administer them. Others are solely 
controlled by the employers and paid 
for by the employers. In other cases the 
employee pays half, and in some cases 
the employee pays all. There has been 
no criticism of this group hospitalization 
plan that I am aware of. Some of our 
oldest unions, for instance the typo
graphical union, have similar funds. I 
understand they operate a home at the 
present time with 500 men retired from 
their profession. The funds are con-

tributed by members of that union. 
Certainly, in an effort to prevent what 
some people fear is an abuse, we do not 
want to work a hardship on those old, 
established national or international 
unions that have administered these 
funds successfully and properly over a 
long number of years. 

I would like to see the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. LANDIS] go into the bill, and at least 
let it go to conference, so that it can be 
discussed further. To say that they can 
go on and run their institution as they 
have in the past is not the answer. They 
cannot do that because their income is 
shut off if this becomes law. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mn..LER of Connecticut. I yield. 
Mr. HARTLEY. Is it not a fact that 

the present provisions in the bill will 
permit these trust funds now in effect 
to continue, where the contributions are 
made voluntarily? 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. It 1s a 
question of the effect of the word "vol
untary." You have approved the closed
shop plan, for example. It can be said 
that it is compulsion to contribute to 
the fund. 
1 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will 
tne gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION. These trust funds re

late to widows and children of workers, 
do they not? 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Some of 
them do. Some of them are for retire
ment homes for aged workers. 

Mr. ROBSION. I think it would even 
reach the burial funds and those things 
that are in operation in nearly all fac
tories and shops. 

I agree with the gentleman that per
haps the committee has not given the 
consideration that it should have given 
to this matter. It ought to go into the 
bill and go to conference where it cali 
be considered. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. That is 
what I am urging, that we put it in the 
bill and send it to conference. If the 
members of the committee can have more 
time to look into it I am sure· that as 
they do they will agree as they did to 
the amendment to the Case bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance. 
of my time. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, this 1s an amendment 
which never received any consideration 
by the committee. It was only seen by 
me as a member of the committee about 
10 minutes ago. I understand it was not 
seen by the chairman until today. 

'rhis amendment looks innocuous but 
it can involve taxes of hundreds of mil
lions of dollars upon the consumers of 
this country. It has never been my feel
ing that it was the job of conferees to 
write legislation. It has seemed to me 
that the place to write legislation, in the 
case of bills under consideration in this 
body, is in the House of Representatives, 
and I am not impressed by the argument 
that we should put this amendment in 
the bill and let the conferees see whether 
it is all right or not. 

This committee has worked some 3 
months preparing this legislation. Here 
1s an amendment that strikes to the 
heart of what . this bill tries to do and 
imposes a limitless tax upon the con
sumers of the country. We are asked to 
adopt it on 10- or 15-minute notice with
out the counsel of the committee or any
one else having had opportunity to study 
its ramifications. 

I ho_pe the amendment will be defeated. 
Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BUCK. I yield. 
Mr. JENNINGS. It appears to me that 

it is a sort of shield and suit of armor, 
where the man says, "Now if I can get 
something like this on this bill then I 
have got me a prophylactic that will take 
care of me when the next .election comes 
along. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
Mr~ BUCK. I yield. 
Mr. OWENS. I am a bit puzzled by 

this amendment, with all due respect to 
the gentleman from Indiana. In View of 
the fact that in section 8 <a> 2 we have 
a provision that states that the employer 
shall be guilty of an unfair labor practice 
by assisting any labor organization 
through deducting from the wages of any 
employee dues, fees, assessments, or other 
contributions payable by the employee to 
a labor organization, or collecting or as
sisting in the collection of any such, dues, 
fees, assessments, or other contributions, 
unless such action has been voluntarily 
authorized in writing by such employee 
and such authorization 1s ·revocable by 
the employee at any time upon 30 days' 
written notice to the employer. This 
means that, if the employee authorizes 
it, the employer can do it. That being 
the case, we have the provision where 
the employer can collect these assess
ments from the employee, but over on 
page 23 we have a provision whereby a 
labor organization cannot compel any 
member to agree to contribute or par
ticipate in any insurance or any bene
fit plan. 

Is it not clear that the gentleman from 
Indiana is asking us to do something we 
have already done · in the bill? 

Mr. BUCK. The thing is too much for 
me, and I do not like to vote on some
thing I do not understand. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. · 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee may 
want to hold the bill just as it is, but it 
does occur to me that this question de
serves a little deliberation. If you do not 
want to refer this to the conference and 
think the bill should be written here in 
the House, then let us at least know what 
we are doing in this matter. 

The original section 8 of the Wagner 
Act carries a provision in defining unfair 
labor practices which makes it an unfair 
labor practice for a contribution to be 
made by the employer to an employees' 
fund. The background of that was an 
attempt to prevent company domination 
of unions, and thus it had a sound his
torical basis. Actually, because of the 
fact that the welfare funds, or funds of 
that sort, have been more or less in favor 
of labor, few attempts have actually been 
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made, if any, to have such contributions 
declared an unfair labor practice. · 

During the deliberations on labor leg
islation last year, however, the question 
rose in very acute form because of the 
so-called welfare fund which was being 
asked as part of the settlement in the 
coal strike. Growing out of the general 
debate on that proposition which oc
curred through the press .and through
out the country generally, when the labor 
legislation was taken up in the other 
body, there was an amendment offered 
by Senator BYRD which was incorporated 
in the bill. It was in the bill as :finallY 
approved by the House and as it went to 
the President. 

The language which the gentleman 
from Indiana seeks to offer here would 
place in this bill somewhat comparable 
provisions. It would not make for an un
fair labor practice if a company made a 
contribution to a welfare fund, provided 
that welfare fund were guarded by cer
tain restrictions, such as that it should 
be a trust fund for the benefit of the 
er.1ployees or the members of their fami
lies or used for sickness insurance or ac
cident insurance, and that it should 
be subject to joint control by employer 
and employees and by an annual audit 
to insure its protection as a trust fund. 

Let me read you the language of the 
bill, and I read from pages 20 and 21. 
I shall skip certain portions of the lan
guage which do not relate to the amend-· 
mtmt offered by the gentleman from In
diana. The amendment of the gentle
man from Indiana refers particularly to 
section 8, paragraph <a> subsection <2> 
<C> <iD. I will read only the pertinent 
language as it follows on down through 
those references: 

It shall be an unfair labor practice for an 
employer (2) to dominate or interfere with 
the formation or administration of any labor 
organization (C) by assisting any labor 
organization (11) through making payments 
of any kind to such organization directly or 
indirectly, or to any fund or trust estab
lished by such organization, or to any fund 
or trust in respect of the management of 
which, or the disbursements from which, 
such organization can, either ·alone or in 
conjunction with any other person, exercise 
any control, directly or indirectly. 

Now, that is a rather strict prohibition 
to carry in a bill against any contribution 
by a company to any welfare fund, no · 
matter how it may be administered. The 
gentleman is within his rights very prop
erly in calling to the attention of the 
House the opportunity to put in some 
safeguarding language ·which would 
make it possible for a contribution to be 
made by an employer to a welfare fund 
under certain conditions. Those condi
tions are set forth in his amendment and 
follow the language of the so-called Byrd 
amendment which I have described. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. · 

Mr. BREHM. Would it be proper to 
use the identical Byrd amendment with 
which we are acquainted rather than to 
give us an amendment which, as the gen
tleman says, is along the line of the Byrd . 
amendment, which I have never yet seen 

to this very minute as a member of the 
committee? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The dif
ficulty is . that the :first part of the Byrd 
amendment was drawn in a pattern to :fit 
in the other bill. The.:first part of this is 
drawn in a pattern to :fit in these various 
references to which I have already re
ferred. So far as the substance of the 
amendment is concerned, it is very close 
to the so-called Byrd amendment, it is 
essen.tially the same. · 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman is a 
very capable parliamentarian and we 
look to him in that direction. The gen
tleman knows what happened last time. 
The other body put this language in the 
bill. Would it not be a good thing to let 
that happen this time in the other body 
after that body has had time to read 
this? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That de
pends on how the gentleman feels as to 
whether we should accept the respon
sibility here -or pass it over to the other 
body. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Soutli Dakota has ex
pired. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last four words. 

Mr. Chairman, the proof of the pud
ding is the argument at the present 
time on this one little amendment, and 
I doubt that there is a Member on the 
floor who really understands the amend
ment any more than we were expected 
in the minority to read a bill of 66 pages 
in 2 days and on the third day :file 
a minority report. 

There has not been enough study given 
to all this legislation, and I repeat what 
I said before, that this bill is nothing 
but a monstrosity, and I further say this, 
that it is a death knell to labor, and all 
you can say is "requiescat iri pace" 
to labor. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman,· I move 
to strike out the last three 'words. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall use only one 
minute. - This amendment is a rather 
complicated and a long one that the 
committee never did have a chance to 
see. I heard it read here for the :first 
time a few minutes ago, and I had no 
information that it was going to be 
offered, and I do not think the commit
tee has had an opportunity to study it. 
It seems to me that a matter of such 
grave and far-reaching importance as 
this is is one that should not be acted 
upon hastily here. It seems to me the 
procedure should be as was done before 
when this matter came up and it was 
passed to the Senate, and there the Byrd 
amendment undertook to . take care of 
the situation to which it referred, and 
if it needs attention something like the 
same procedure should be followed at 
this time . . I say that especially due to 
the fact that the committee never had 
an opportunity to go into it and give any 
study to it. · 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. LANDIS. This was mentioned in 
the committee in regard to the section 
relating to the benefits of the union and 
their funds. Of course, the amendment 
was not read, but if any one will read 
the section on page 21 and then read the 
amendment. he will see that it is impor
tant, and if any Member in the House 
will give me a reason or give a good argu
ment for voting against the amendment, 
I am willing to take his word for it. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. OWENS. I would really like to 
have an answer from the gentleman 
from Indiana, and that is whetl)er or 
not, where we have made provision in 
here that the employee by voluntarily 
. agreeing that the money can be paid to 
the labor organization, that does not 
take care of it? The labor organization 
can then turn it over to a trust fund or 
any fund that they want to. All we 
have done here is to say that the em
ployer cannot turn that money over to a 
trust fund, but there is nothing to stop 
the labor organization from doing it once 
the money is placed in their hands. 

Mr. FISHER. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Let me point out that this thing of 
welfare funds is getting pretty well out 
of hand. Under the Krug-Lewis agree
ment, which was agreed upon last spring, 
a tax of 5 cents a ton was placed upon 
all· the coal in the bituminous mines, 
which amounts to about $30,000,000 a 
year. That is a tax directly on the con
sumers .of this country. Mr. Lewis has 
already given notice that he is going to 
double that demand when he comes up 
for another contract, and make it 10 
cents a ton, not a contribution from the 
employer, if you please, but rather a tax 
upon the consumers of this country. 
Coal is already selling for $3.75 at the 
pit of the mine, and it is something that 
can very easily get out of hand. There 
is even talk now that some of the unions 
will iollow this lead that has been under
taken in some instances. They may put 
a cent or two tax on each loaf of bread, 
and they may put a cent or two on each 
bottle of milk. There is no end where it 
will lead unless it is stopped or that there 
will be regulation if it is permitted at all. 
Therefore, I say hasty action in adopting 
that amendment would be entirely out 

-of order at this time. 
Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 

will the· ·gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman 

from New Mexico. 
Mr. FERNANDEZ. Then the commit

tee did, in considering the language in 
the bill in section 8 <2> <c>, intend to 
prohibit the very thing that is being done 
under the Krug-Lewis contract? 

Mr. FISHER. I think the gentleman 
is right. It was an attempt to prevent 
the very thing that caused the disastrous 
coal strike last summer. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That was consid
ered, and that is the purpose of it. 

Mr. FISHER. Of course, the bill was 
read in its entirety. It must be remem
bered that the end is not one resulting 
from funds created by employee contri
butions. The evil lies in the tax that, 
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without tbe col15e!lt of Congress, is levied 
upon products sucb as coal It. is a di
rect tax on tbe consumers. Other forms 
of welfare funds may be desirable, but 
here we are dea1ing with tbe question 
of a direct tax on the American pa>ple. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chainnan, wiD 
the gentleman yield?' 

Mr. PISHER I yield to tile gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. JARMAN. I am curioUs to know 
from tlle author of ibis amendment why 
he did not present it to his own commit
tee while they were considering: the bill. 

Mr. LANDIS. Any amendment I bad 
to offer was supposed tD be offered on the 
floor of the Bouse. That was the under
standing. I bad no objection to ofiering 
the amendment to the full committee. 

Mr. PISHBB. Mr. Cbainnan, I trust 
this amendment wilJ be voted down. 

Mr. SABATH. IIFr Chairman, I move 
to strike out the Jast six wcrcJs.. 

Mr. ChainnanF tbe only argument 
against tbis ctl!Ist!"Udive ame..'ldment. 
eomes from the RepUblican members of 
the commUtee wbo say tbat they cannot 
quite grasp tbe intent or Ullderstand the 
far reacbiDg extent of the amendment. 
These very gentlemen, ho ever, brollgbt 
in a bJD containing 66 pages, and the 
membership of the House did not receive 
Dlllcb more time to ~d:v tile entire bill 
nor tile report1' consisting of 11-l pages, 
than was given to the minority mem
bers of the committee itself. 

Tbe gentleman froni Indiana has 
stated, as I understand, that he. was 
granted the p:rlv.nege by the committee 
of oft'ering the amendment on the :floor 
of tbe Bouse. or eourse, it is very 
magnanimous and extremely liberal on 
tbe part of the majoriiY of the commit
tee to permit. a. member of tbe com
mittee, a gentleman who at all times bas 
Shown great Interest. in the cause of 
labor and proper legislation, to ofter the 
amendment. 

No good or valid reason bas been given 
tbus far by &DYOJJe who. bas. spoken fn 
apposition to the ame!ldment. I think 
the· amendment is in the rfght dlreetion. 
or course,. there may be some gentlemen 
who may be under the impression that 
it: might strengthen the bill I myself 
believe it is so gn)SJy unfair to the in
terest of labor and lopsided to the In
terest of management that it eould not 
be imp:mved by the adoption of any 
amendment in the Commfttre of the 
Whole. 

Purther, I feel that the gentleman 
from Michigan does not need to be 
alarmed wben he ~ that notwith
standing what the House may da or what 
we may do to tbe bill, he as- a member 
or the conference committee will stand 
by tbe action of tbe Hous-e. I assure him 
this House wiD not, and' contd not even 
if it tried to, do anything to amend' the 
biD,. because it is SO viciOUS·, it is SO bad, 
tllet It matters not how sume of the ene
mies of organized labor may try, they 
could not make it any worse than it b. 

J think the amendment offered by t-he 
gentleman from Indiana is a splendid 
amenclmeDt,. iD the intetest: of JusUee, 
and I hope it will be adopted. 

Kr. PERR.AlU)EZ. Mr r Chalr:mau, 
will tile gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico. 

Mr. PERNANDEZ. Does not the gen
tleman feel it is qUite clear here that the 
committee did consider this ver:v propo
sition, and that it fs against the amend
ment not because it does not understand 
it but because it ' is against it on its 
merits? Tbey want to prohibit the pay
big out to the mineYS of that 5 cents Pel' 
ton for their trust fund. 

Mr. SABATH. I believe the gentle
man's observation is conect.. It is not 
because that the committee does not un
derstand it. but tbat the committee un
derstands it too weD. lJnder the pro
posed amendment the emplOJers may 
agree with the employees to add a few 
cents on eae.b automobile, or a cent or 
two on a radio or any other device or 
product,. on wbicb tremendous profits are 
made by the manufacturers. Tbey op
))OSe tbls amendment notwithstanding 
that tbey are wiJHng that the public pay 
5 cents or 10 cents more for a quart of 
milk, 20 or 40 cents more for a pound of 
'cheese, or 20 or 50 cents more a pound 
on any kind of meat. But the moment 
an eifort is made to pass legislation or 
an amendment proposed to legislation 
that would enable an employee to derive 
a little benefit o,r Security, it meets witb 
their opposition. I hope these observa
tions may help to bring about the adop
tion of this' worthy amendment. 

Mr. PERNANDEZ. Let me say to the 
gentleman that I am for the amendment, 
too. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will 
Ute gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATIL I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION. There. Is nothing fn 
the. amendment. that re!a.tes to the 5-cent 
tax fn the Lewis-Krug agreement. As 
I understand,. this amendment does not. 
apply ta that at an.. 

Mr. SABATH. I thank the gentleman 
for his in terpretatioo of the proposed 
amendment. I believe that he views the 
amendment as I do and that he will vote 
for it. I repeat, 1 believe that the 
amendment. is in the right, direction and 
should be adopted. 

r. RICH.. Mr. Cl!u!.irman., I move to 
mike out tbe last two words. 

'"'! 20J.]) YOU so" 
Mr. Chairman.. 1 wish to state my 

position In the pending legislation by 
the woxds. ~"'I told you so." On June 
19~ I935, our good friend Bilb Connery,. 
who has gone to his. reward, had charge 
of the legislation, the Wagner Act-page 
96a8. I reiteiate my remarks given at 
that time; and if we had heeded then.. 
we would not need this legislation today. 
My statements then were as follows:. 

Mr. RJc:a. Yr. Chairman,. I might preface 
my remarks first" ~ stlating that' betore r 
came to CongJ:es.s l had.. been a man~c
turer an at my business life. and I ba.ve em
ployed labor and do :oo.w emplo~ labol:. Dur
mg the time oi my so1ourn in buain.ess l. 
never suffered a labor strike. ~abably I 
am not the best employer or labor, and ror 
tha.t reason I do not believe that I am the 
WOl'l!t. My only o!J!eet In ecnsldering this 
blll 1s to try to do more for labor. I am 
J~ a& mucb lntenstecl In aeeiDg t.bat labor 

has fts Just due as any man In the House. 
I feel no business concern can &aa:eed to
day-nor could it. &ueeeed for:111aly within 
the las.t 21i years. or more-it lahar and ca.pi- . 
tal did nat work hand in hand~ We can 
say. as laborers or as manufacturers, we 
ought to believe In the Gc!den Rule, and ail 
the laws. that we might !J38S will never taire 
tha place at that law ~ Blm who rtJles sup
~eme above. 

I cannot conform to all o~ the ~ sug
gested 1n thi& bill because.. of the. fact that. I 
believe a& the bffi is drawn today rt will 
cause us to see more strikes In the next a or 
3 years. than we have ever 6eell m the- his
tory of this ecn:rntry, and Kembeu of Con
gress: know that In the past 2 yeam we ha.ve 
had mare s'bikes than we have eva bacl in 
the history of the country. 

Mr. GRiswOLD. Mr. Chairman will ~e 
gentleman yfeld'l 

Mr. RicH. r do not fn.tend f.o ~e!d to 
anyone untfl r have finfslled my statement, 
and then, 11 l have time, r shall yfe!d prfn
elpaJJy ta these who am labor-unfon men 
cr w.bo represent tbe labor UDlcma in tbe 
House.. 

If en employee muat. be lett tree to lOin 
& union, ao ahould he. be l.eit free not to 
1a1n. a union. Thae ue rights o! the em
ployees and there are rights ~the empio~ 
and all or those rfghtS' must be cansfdered 
ff "W"e' are gotng to paSB legfslation that wm 
eliminate strikes and make eonditfcms in the 
oounrtry better for the- emplayf!C and tor the 
employee; because. as 1 aakl befare. labor 
and capital are ill!epamble.. The.y must, work 
toge:tllel;. The majority of businessmen are 
honest· and are strfving to do- the tiiing that 
Is best for labor' and for their bUsiness, and 
if the pollticians make such laws that :radi
cals. and intimldatom are pennftted under' 
laws.. to close. industry. :tormen:t. strikes. then. 
greater harm than goad will be done, men. 
will be p.ut out o! jobs. Instead of e.;nployect. 
indUstry wfll be closed rather than operated. 

r am not a lawyer. I cannot, therefore~ 
speak ol the quality- or thfs act with legal 
authority, but I have read. aDd nstened to 
authQI'i~iiv:e argument to whicb. 'the ~
mittee ai this Houu has. paid. little. atten
tiOn.. They convince me that the. measure. 
'bef.oxe U& is in deadly con~ with the de
cis.!an or the Supreme Court. m tbe poul'CIJ 
case and t1Ie long line of cases. that Ied up 
to. tha.t cle<:Iaxatian... n ram. not a. stud.ent. 
a! common la.w, I, at least,. lla-we some com.
mon. sense. r understa.nd the difference he
tween the power of Congress to regulate in
tercourse between. the State&. which we call 
the commerce 11ower, and the prohibition 
against any attempt by CongJ:ess. to regu
late production within the States. I know 
that the power to regulate~ extends 
to. the: pel'SOil& engaged in that CODlnlerce 
and the. instrumentalities of that commerce. 
like interstate railroads~ tele}lhones, and 
ships. l lmow the difference between regu
lating tbe .re!atlons between employer and 
employee in cauying an Interstate cam
munkation an a railroad or a telephone com
pany, or a. &hip. and undertaking to regulate 
the employment. relations of tbe parties who 
are engaged fn building eugfnes or maidng 
telephones or putting a shfp together. I can 
see tbat one Is a regulation of commerce and 
the otner m a regulation ol pmductiou. 

llmow. the. Supreme Comt, tn tl'le poultry 
case, said in 'VeJ:J clear l&Dguage tba.t.--

"Persons. em.ployec:l m slaugbtenng and 
selling In Iocai trade are no.t. employed 1n 
interstate commerce. Their hounr and wage 
have- no direct relation to mterstate eom
merce." 

l know' that: means that Qmg;resa c~ot 
regulate the- bcurs or wages ~ working ~.m.
ditions ol a. man. engaged in plucking paultry 
or makf.ng shoes or Jllailll!acturing turnl
ture, even thoagb, after the lob la' :ftnfsbed. 
ba eacA eaee tbe goods might 1:. aldpped ID 
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Interstate commerce. For the same reason, 
it is just as clear to me that a dispute be
tween employer and employee about pluck
ing poultry or making the shoes, or the fur
niture, is a dispute not in commerce but in 
production, and you cannot make it a part 
of commerce by saying it is or declaring that 
lt affects commerce by using a lot of words 
to that effect, when, as a matter of fact, as 
the Supreme Court has so plainly said, as 
of other acts, the relations of employer and 
employee engaged in manufacture or local 
service may remotely and indirectly affect it. 

I know that it is equally true that . for 
years, whenever there was a local strike that 
shut down a plant, in whole or part, that 
any attempt to bring an injunction against 
the strikers, because they were restraining 
production and therefore restraining com
merce, was denied by the Federal courts, and 
it was the unions who raised this issue. 
And I know that the Supreme Court sustained 
their view and, in the poultry case, the Court 
recites these very cases and says that-"This 
principle frequently has been applied in liti
gation growing out of labor disputes." 

Of course, if all the miners in the United 
States quit work together in order to deprive 
the Nation of fuel, their purpose being to 
stop all its commerce, we would have a very 
different situation. We would have just such 
a one as confronted Woodrow Wilson, in 1919, 
when the same president of the United 
Mine Workers threatened the country with 
a general strike, just as they do today, unless 
we enact the Guffey bill. Then President 
Wilson, addressing this Congress, October 27, 
1919, said: "This strike is not only unjusti
fied; it is unlawful." 

And to protect the people of the United 
States he proceeded to stop it. There was 
a different conception of the public interest 
in the White House then. 

I speak of this to call the attention of the 
House to the difference between any kind of 
a combination whose purpose is to tie up or 
obstruct the commerce of ~.he United States 
and the attempt to make every petty dispute 
between an employer and an employee in 
local production the ground for a complaint 
to a Federal Board. Surely no Member of 
this House who has regard for the oath which 
he took to support the Constitution can fail 
to have a doubt as to the validity of this 
legislation. If he does have such a doubt, 
then he ought to resolve it before he acts, 
for I distinctly repudiate such statements as 
are made by Mr. William Green that Con
gress ought to act and then let the Supreme 
Court determine the constitutionality of our 
acts. We are agents with limited powers, and 
the Court gives every reasonable presumption 
to the constitutionality of what we do, be
cam:e it believes that we have settled our 
own doubts and not passed them up to the 
Court. 

I read the other day the statement of our 
congressional obligation by one of the greatest 
American judges in his work on constitu
tional law, and I venture to call it to the 
attention of this House, because too many 
of us have forgotten it s nature. 

"Legislators have their authority measured 
by the Constitution; they are chosen to do 
what it permits, and nothing more, and they 
take solemn oath to obey and support it. 
When they disregard its provisions, they 
usurp authority, abuse their trust, and' vio
late the promise they have confirmed by an 
oath. To pass an act when they are in doubt 
whether it does not violate the Constitution 
is to treat as of no force the most imperative 
obligations any person can assume. A busi
ness agent who would deal in that manner 
with his principal's business would be treated 
as untrustworthy; a witness in court who 
would treat his oath thus lightly, and affirm 
things concerning which he was in doubt, 
would. be held a criminal. Indeed, it is be-

cause the legislature has applied the judg- Now, when you examine this bill you can 
ment of its members to the question of its see that is precisely what is proposed to be 
authority to pass the proposed law, and has done, for we propose to create a permanent 
only passed it after being satisfied of the labor board to entertain complaint with re
authority, that the judiciary waive their spect to what are called "unfair labor prac
own doubts and give it their support." tices." These are five in number, and they 
(Thomas M. Cooley, Principles of Constitu- can be committed only by an employer. The 
tiona! Law.) same thin~s may be done by an employee, 

Let me give you a test for· this bill. Sup- but they are not unlawful. Now, what are 
pose there was a labor dispute in the Schech- these things? They are to restrain or coerce 
ter Poultry Corp., the company which ap- employees in self-organization or forming, 
pealed the case in which the supreme Court joining, or assisting labor organizations, or 
just decided. Suppose a complaint is made bargaining collectively through representa-
to the Labor Board you propose to establish tives of their own choosing. A little later 
charging that this man Schechter committed we will see that this is precisely what the 
an unfair labor practice by attempting to bill will not permit, but for the moment let 
interfere with the self-organization of his us see what the labor practices are. I have 
employees or refused to bargain with their said that they are interference, restraint, or 
representatives. Would that be a case for coercion with the above rights by an em-
this Board? Here, of course, Mr. Green--or player, or domination or interference by him 
Mr. cannery-would say "Yes." Why? Be- or the contribution of financial support to 
cause it would be a "labor dispute," under any labor organization. Of course, under 
paragraph 9 of section 2 of this bill, and the rules established by the Board an em-
under paragraph 7 of the same section, it player may be permitted to allow employees 
would affect commerce, because it might be to confer with him during working hours 
"tending to lead to a labor dispute pertain- without loss of pay, but it is very interesting 
ing to or obstructing commerce or the free to observe that he is not to be permitted to 
flow of commerce." Would the proposed La- allow the employees to confer among them-
bar Board take jurisdiction? Of course it selves without loss of pay. Yet how can they 
would; but- if it did, it would plainly be deal- prepare to confer with him 1f they may not 
ing with an employment relation which the confer among themselves? Of course, the 
Supreme Court says is local. But, although purpose of that 1s to permit only one kind 
it is local in every circumstance, this bill is of a labor organization to function. 
drawn so as to drag it by definition into com- The remaining unfair labor practices are 
merce. Are the gentlemen of this House to discriminate in employment so as to dis-

courage or encourage membership in any 
fooled into believing that by calling a thing labor organization or to discriminate against 
"commerce" they can make it so? 1 do not an employee because he files charges under 
have to be a lawyer to know better than that. this bill or to refuse to bargain with the rep-
. Referring to the remarks of the gentle- t t 1 1 man from Massachusetts [Mr. Connery) that resen a ives of emp oyees. The emp oyer 

may make an agreement with a majority of 
this legislation has been sent dowp }?.ere by his employees to make it a condition of em
the administration-and when anything is ployment that the employee shall join the 
sent here by the administration we are sup- majority organization. That, of course, 
posed to be gullible enough to accept it as it means the establishment of the closed shop. 
is forwarded to us without amendment-! ' Now, what do these terms mean? What is 
think it is an imposition upon the member- interference? Is it discussing with em
ship of Congress, and I want to read at this ployees the merits or demerits of any par
juncture where Mr. Green, of the American ticular organization? Is it refusal to deal 
Federation of Labor, threatened a general with a Communist organization? Because 
strike. This is in New York, · under date of Communist organizations, under the defini
May 23: tion of this bill by paragraph 5, section 2, 

"NEw Yo~K, May 23.-Labor stands ready have exactly the same standing as any repu
te tie up t1le Nation's industry by throwing tble labor organization. So long as part of 
down its tools in a general strilte 1f Congress its purpose is to deal with an employer re~ 
fails to grant its basic demands, William specting working conditions, he is just as 
Green, president of the American Federation much obliged to deal with its representa-
of Labor, warned today. tives as any other kind of organization and 

"cRown ROARS APPROVAL thus encourage the very type of organiza-
"The crowd roared its approval as the labor tion that is constantly denounced on the 

leader threatened: floor of this House. Moreover, it does not 
" 'If Congress fails us, labor has its eco- make any difference what the reputation of 

nomic strength. If it comes to the point, any organization that seeks to deal with the 
we can mobilize our complete strength and employer is. It may not keep its contracts, 
refuse to work until we get our rights.' it may have bad leadership, but it will be 

"And when the. applause had thundered an unfair practice not to recognize its repre-
away, he added grimly: sentatives and deal with them. If the em-

" 'That is no idle threat. 1 mean just what player discusses these things with his em-
I say.' ployees, is he interfering with them? Is he 

"In addition, he told the audience, labor discriminating in employment when he re
must be ready to mobilize its political fuses to hire men of bad reput ation, or is he 
strength to defeat unfriendly congressmen dominating and interfering with the forma
when they run for reelection." tion of a labor organization if he undertakes 

I want to say to Mr. Green and I want to to discuss the number of apprentices that 
say to anybody in this land of ours, when- ought to be permitted, or any one of the 
ever I cannot use that God-given right of numerous questions that arise in the nor
mine to think, I do not want to be in the mal relations of employer and employee by 
House of Representatives. I would not be means of which they live in peace and 
here, and if Mr. Green or anybody else thinks amity? 
he is going to domineer me when it comes to Walter Lippmann .severely criticized this 
using my best judgment in trying to legislate, measure, because he said that in a field where 
then God forbid that I be a Member of Con- clear definition was most inport ant this 
gress. This is ~ntimidation of the worst sort, sloppy measure presented vague and indefi
and that is what radical labor men resort to, nite definitions of unlawful conduct that 
to coercion and force to meet their own self- would constantly multiply disputes and Uti
ish ends, whether it is the best thing to do gation. In other words, it encourages by 
for the greatest number or not. I personally its bad draftmanship exactly what it claims 
must try to make laws for all and for their to minimize. 
best interest, not for any particular minority That is what they call a penal statute. 
when it does injury to a greater number. The courts have again and again said that if 
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such statutes are ambiguous and do not 
clearly tell us In advance what we can do 
and what we cannot do, they are bad laws. 
In this field they make worse policy because 
they breed discord and bitt-erness and afford 
to the man who is looking for it the chance 
to make unfounded complaints. What this 
bill will do is to create a gigantic police 
court, for employers may be summoned from 
every part of the United States on any kind 
of a petty dispute, and if the Board consti
tuted is no more impartial than the one 
which we have witnessed In action or the 
one over which the sponsor of this bill pre
sided, it will breed strikes as fast as a fish 
lays eggs. 

Perhaps the worst feature of this btll 
which carries the intrinsic evidence of this 
unfairness is the declaration that only the 
employer shall be prohibited from intimlda
tion, coercion, and restraint. The President 
of the United States, when he settled the 
automobile dispute, March 25, 1934, made a 
notable declaration. He said: 

"The Government makes clear that It 
favors no particular union or particular form 
. of employee organization or representation. 
The Government's only duty 1s to secure ab
solute and uninfluenced freedom of choice, 
without coercion, restraint, or intimidation 
from any source." 

The President was not- talking about his 
opinion. He was talking about what was 'the 
Government's duty. Now, by giving his ap
proval to the measure before us he has aban
doned his conception of publlc duty and 
substituted for it his endorsement of tole
rated coercion by one class of citizens, while 
condemning the same kind of coercion by 
another class of citizens. I know of no 
greater injustice than to say that it shall 
be unlawful for one group of our people to 
do that which other groups are permitted to 
do. It is a dtsttnct encouragement to law
lessness. In this case it is not aecrei, occa-· 
Bional, or sporadic lawlessness. 

It is notorious, customary coercion which 
accompanies every kind of a labor dispute of 
any proportions with which we are famillar. 
Every member of this House knows it as well 
aa I do. I have no use for boycotts or black
lists or intimidation by employer or by em
ployees, corporations, or by labor unions. The 
corporation and labor union which hires 
thugs or tolerates or condones violence ought 
to keep the Jock step of fellow convicts. I 
know it wtll be said that labor unions con
demn lawless acts, but I have yet to hear of 
any labor organization that has ever sus
pended or expelled any member for engaging 
1n such conduct of which it was the bene
ficiary. Yet this House, 1n the face of the 
declaration made by the President of the 
United States as to what the duty of govern
ment is, is asked to write into this blll a 
prohibition of coercion against employers on 
the ground that they alone interfere with 
self-organization or the selection of repre
sentatives. Every one within the sound of 
my voice knows that closed-shop unionism 
is determined to have no representatives ex
cept thOt!le of its own selection. It has not 
accepted the outcome of any election that 
went against it under elections supervised by 
the Labor Board, no matter how great the 
majority. Mr. Green has said, in an Inter
view With the American Magazine for May. 
that he never wlll accept the results of such · 
an election, save temporarily, and under 
compulSion. 

I have always thought that the most ele
mentary right of an American is that of se
lecting and pursuing the employment of his 
choice. In that right he is to be free from 
molestation or intimidation by anyone. This 
Bouse is asked to write in the law the propo
sition that he shall be free only from em
ployers and that the equally notorious coer
cion of labor organiZations shall be ignored. 
How long do you think that kind of arbitrary 
classification wlll stand in a court? You 
also propose to give to this Labor Board, 

with only the guidance of your vague defi
nitions, the power to determine what consti
tutes these unfair labor practices. You give 
that Board a jurisdiction and an authority 
greater than is possessed by any of our courts. 
Without rules of evidence it is to make find
ings of facts and they are to bind the court 
which reviews them. It is to have the power 
to have its orders enforced by the courts, 
and Jlow? By injunctions. The American 
Federation of Labor lias fought in Congress 
for years to destroy what it called govern
ment by injunction. Now it is asking for it 
and asking you to govern the employment 
relations of the United States by Injunction. 
But this time it iS the conduct of employers, 
not their own, that ta to be subjected to 
lnjunctio;n. 

All that I have said about the unconstitu
tionality of this blll 1s emphasized by what 
the Committee on Labor has done with it. 
Since it passed the Senate, they have re
written their report and bzought in 21 
amendments for the purpose of trying to save 
it from the condemnation of the courts, but 
no trick of theirs can save it from its fun
damental defect, and that is the attempt by 
the Federal Government to take control of 
and regulate the relation of employer and 
employee entirely within the States, and 
while engaged in acts of manufacture, con
struction, mining, and service. They st111 
think that a dispute in a factory, a res
taw·ant, a barber shop, or a pants-pressing 
establishment might lead to a dispute that 
·night lead to a strike that might threaten 
our commerce. The more I have read this 
blll the more I am lncllned to thi:nk that 
the gentlemen would pass a bad blll and have 
it overthrown In order that they may find 
a new reason for criticlzlng the Court which 
will be compelled to condemn this flagrant 
violation of constitutional authority. . 

But are the gentlemen gaining new rights 
for labor? On the contrary, I think they are 
lnfilctlng new wrongs upon the worker, for, 
if this bill is enacted, his right of self
organization and association will not be en
larged-It wlll be contracted. First of all, 
the Labor Board~ not himself, wlll determine 
the unit of employment which is to select 
representatives. Unless he is a part of the 
majority In that unit he w111 not be repre
sented by an agent of his own selection. As 
an Individual, whether he 1s in a big or little 
unit of employment, he cannot make his 
own contract and sell his own labor if a ma
jority of his feilow employees want to sell it 
collectively. This is not enlarging the right 
of self-organization or association. This bill 
gives fellow employees the right to ccerce 
and intimidate their fellows in the exercise 
of every one of these rights. It destroys in
dividual bargaining, takes away the right to 
determine their own unit of employment, 
and, unless you are part of a majority, the 
worker will have to let someone whom he did 
not select sell his labor for him. I predict 
with -confidence that, if this measure is en
acted, it will have a short life but an unhappy 
one, for it will breed strife and bitterness, 
as it is n .either practical nor effective to pro
tect the rights it pretends to safeguard. On 
the contrary, it is defective, biased class legis
lation and deserves from this Bouse the 
condemnation it will receive from the courts. 

I cannot conclude my comments on this 
measure more appropriately than by quoting 
the characterization which it received from 
the distinguished Senator from Maryland 
{Mr. TYDINGS} who, pointing to the. lopsided. 
arbitrary, and unjust provision approving 
coercion by one group and tolerating it when 
committed by another, said: 

"As I see this particular section, lt looks 
to me like an effort to force every man 1n 
America to join a certain kind of union, 
whether or not he wishes to Join that union; 
and the coercion and intimidation features 
are not to be inserted 1n thta section because 
a certain union desires a free hand to take 
the workers from the groups In which they 

now belong Into groups into which they may 
not ·.vish to go . 

.. That is the naked fact back of the op
position to this amendment. It is an amend
ment to force all working people into a par
ticular union, and every Senator on this floor 
knows that to be the truth.'' (CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD, May 16, 1935, p. 7671.) 

The Wagner Act will work in the interest 
of only a small minority of workers repre
sented by professional labor leaders, will pro
mote industrial strife, wlll bring about an 
epidemic of labor disputes, Will drive em
ployers and employees apart, and will sub
stantially impede recovery. 

It will in practice tend to make a closed 
shop of every plant and to make every em- 
ployee carry a union card if he 1s to earn 
a living. · 

It penalizes emploj ers for so-ca.lled unfair 
practices but will leave the agents and or
ganizers of labor unions, or the labor unions 
themselves completely free to use violence. 
intimidation, and other coercive methods 
which they may seek to employ. 
. Every employer is compelled to report in 

detail every dollar of money received and 
how every dollar is expended, so why not 
compel labor unions to give a strict account
ing of the money that they receive, and 
above all, how same is spent? [Applause.] 

On page 9718, I offered an amendment 
to the bill with comment by me and 
Chairman Connery, which I inserr. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend
ment, which I have sent to the Clm·k's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. RicH: Page 4, 

line 16, insert, after the word 'states', the 
following: 

" 'To make effective the policy declared by 
the President of the United States the Gov
ernment makes clear that it favors no par
ticular union or particular form of employee 
organization or representation. The Govern
ment's only duty is to secure absolute and 
uninfluenced freedom of choice without 
coercion, restraint, or intimidation from any 
source'" 

Mr. RicH. Mr. Chairm~ I simply Wish 
to state to the membership of the House, that 
if this amendment is adopted it will only 
make effective the President's declared policy 
which he has advocated and I hope the mem
bership of the House will see fit to adopt this 
proposal of the President. If you adopt it, 
you are then advocating the principles which 
he has enunciated with respect to justice to 
labor and to capital and the free wm to join 
any organization. I! you do not adopt lt, 
then you turn down his expressed request 
insofar as handling the affairs of capital and 
labor, in my judgment, is concerned. 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise tn 
oposition to the amendment. 

I will simply say in answer to the statement 
of my distinguished friend from Pennsyl
vania, this bill as it is now dra~ up and as 
it has been reported to the House by the 
Committee on Labor, is the blll which the 
President approves. 

Mr. Rrca. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt 
the gentleman? 

Mr. CONNERY. Yes.; certainly. 
Mr. RICH. Is it going to be the practice 

that any amendments that are presented 
here are not going to be permitted to be 
considered by the membership of the House -
because of the fact that this is a cut-and
dried or dyed-In-the-wool bill and we must 
accept it aa is? 

Mr. CoNNERY. I may say to my friend from 
Pennsylvania tha~ we have no idea whatever 
of saying that an amendment offered by any 
Member here should not have consideration, 
but the gentleman in his address mentioned 
the President and I want to call the attention 
of the gentleman to the fact that this bill, aa 
reported by the Committee on Labor to the 
House is in the form in which the President 
would like to see it passed. This is all I said. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3569 
The gentleman .is entitled to his view of the 
matter, but I hope the gentleman's amend
ment will be voted down. 

On page 9721, I offered an amend
ment which was voted down. If it had 
been adopted we would not need this 
legislation today and our labor rela
tions in the meantime would have been 
more pleasant: 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend
ment which is at the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. RicH: On page 

6, line 9, at the end of the last paragraph, 
insert the following: 

"'The term •"labor organization" shaH not 
include any organization defined in the pre
ceding paragraph unless said organization 
files with the National Labor Relations Board 
its acceptance of the following conditions of 
operation: 

"'(a) That all elections and votes on 
strikes shall be by secret ballot. 

"'(b) That a reliable accounting system 
will be maintained, and will be audited at 
least annually, with reports promptly and 
duly made to a meeting of the members, and 
a copy filed with the National Labor Rela· 
tions Board. 

"'(c) That its membership books, or rolls, 
will not be closed to new members, and all 
applicants w111 be admitted to membership, 
except for good cause shown relating to the 
individual applicant. 

"'(d) That all of its objects and purposes 
are lawful. 

"'(e) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strike for an illegal purpose. 

"'(f) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strike in violation of any 
collective-bargaining agreement, or in oppo
sition to any arbitration award rendered pur
suant to an agreement to submit to arbitra-
tioo. · 

"'(g) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strike to further any issue 
which the employer offers to submit to arbi
tration pursuant to section 12 hereof. 

"'(h) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strike, except as a last resort 
after making all reasonable efforts to settle 
the issues by direct negotiation and govern
mental mediation. 

"'(i) That it will agree to submit all juris
dictional disputes to arbitration pursuant to 
section 12 hereof, and will not engage in any 
jurisdictional strike, in cases where other 
organizations, parties to such dispute, like
wise agree to submit to arbitration. 

"'(j) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strike designed or calculated 
to coerce government or any agency thereof 
either directly or by inflicting hardship upon 
the community, against any action on the 
part of the State or Federal Government, or 
any of the agencies or political subdivisions 
thereof. 

· ~ '(k) That it will not instigate, maintain, 
or support any strilte except in furtherance 
of a trade dispute within the trade or indus
try in which the strikers are engaged. 

"'(I) That it will not coerce, or attempt 
to coerce, any worker to join any particular 
labor organization.'" ';fa 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, a point of or
der. I make the point of order that the 
amendment is not germane to this section 
of the bill. It introduces the subject of 
strikes, and the bill is dealing with the sub
ject of what are labor organizations. 

Mr. LESINSKI. It looks like a bankers• bill. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I ~ish to state 

that the amendment itself does its own 
speaking and it is not necessary for any 
Member of Congress to make any comment 
on it at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. ARNOLD). The Chair is 
inclined to think that the amendment is 
not subject to the point of order. The 
Chair therefore overrules the paint of order. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. RICH]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

"I told you so." 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Indiana [Mr. LANDis] complains about 
having had no opportunity in the com
mittee ·~o present his amendment. I sat 
with the Reoublican members of the 
committee, and I thought everything 
from sunrise to sunset was in order. If 
I remember correctly, we agreed to re
port this bill out and reserved the right 
to offer amendments on the floor. I also 
understood that this amendment was 
proposed to the Republican members of 
the committee and that the committee
that is, the Republican members___..were 
not in favor of it, and the gentleman 
reserved the right to offer it here. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield. .._ 
Mr. LANDIS. You certainly are mis

informed. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. That will not be the 

:first time. But that is ·my understand
ing of it anyway, that everybody over 
there when the Republicans met togeth
er, not in secret sessions, but only when 
Republicans were present, had a full op
portunity to offer any amendment he 
wanted to. I know that was the case 
with me and I reserved the right to offer 
an amendment and I am certain the gen
tleman aired his views on this several 
times. 

As to the amendment, here is what it 
does, and do not make any mistake about 
it. If this amendment goes through, it 
opens wide the door for every union to 
demand that every employer contribute 
to a health; or welfare, or some other 
funds. 

If you want to put through an amend
ment, and I do not know where the lead
ership is on this amendment which en
ables, for instance, Reuther, to say that 
the motor industry shall give to the 
UAW-CIO $5 on every car that is manu
factured, or $1, or whatever the sum 
may be, on each unit, you will open the 
door; and, as one gentleman said, there 
will be a tax of 1 cent on every bottle of 
milk, a cent on every loaf of bread, some 
charge on every pair of shoes, on every 
hat. 

Shall there be imposed on articles that 
are manufactured a tax for the ·benefit of 
the members of the union . to be paid by 
the consumers? 

What is the sense of the President talk
ing about the high cost of living if we 
are going to turn over to the union or 
any other group outside the Congress the 
authority to levy and collect taxes? 
That is just what we are doing if we 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support this 
amendment for this reason. When we 
seek to prohibit such things as have been 
in existence for years and have been prac
ticed in certain industries, such as pen
sion funds and certain proper welfare 
funds, 1 think we are doing a real in-

justice to large bo~:lies of workers who 
have been dependent upon this type of 
thing in times of unusual stress. There 
are such funds as burial funds, for ex
ample. I think this is one of the many 
things in this bill that should be attended 
to. I think we should include a pro
vision that where the employer permits 
it and where the employees want it, they 
should be permitted to set up these funds. 
And the check upon the undue cost is 
the fact that the employer is not going 
to agree to everything, but it will be what 
they can agree to voluntarily. Why 
should we try to stop it? We would be 
doing a sociological wrong. I think it is 
the proper thing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KER
STEN] has expired. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, this 
complex and intricate bill is very puz
zling to me. I think it is perplexing to 
most of the Members except perhaps 
those who have been on the committee 
and who have struggled with its prepa
ration. I understand that it has been 
written and rewritten so that we may 
consider it the boiled down, concentrated 
judgment of the majority party on the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
which has presented the measure. This 
is an able committee of 25 members. 15 
of whom are Republicans, or of the ma
jority party, and I assume that all mem
bers of the committee have given very 
careful study to its provisions. 

When our great authority, the distin
guished English author, James Bryce, 
wrote his monumental treatise on Ameri
can Government entitled "The Ameri
can Commonwealth," this outstanding 
scholar praised and criticized our Gov
ernment in many respects. I distinctly 
remember that he criticized Congress be
cause of our committee system of legisla
tion, which seemed to him to divide the 
work of law making up among too many 
almost independent compartments, giv
ing each too much authority and power 
to shape vital measures on which the 
very future of the country depended, or 
would depend. It may be that the pres
ent Congress, under the Reorganization 
Act, has improved the situation by re
ducing the number of committees and 
giving each more authority than former 
committees had. I think it is safe to 
say that through the close party or
ganization which exists and the firm con
trol of the majority party upon the legis
lative committees and unon the Rules 
Committee, as weJl as upon the legislative 
program of the House generally, we may 
properly assume that the majority 
party-including every member of it
has his share in the measures that we 
pass. This share seems to me to be 
greater than that of other Members not 
on the committee, for we who are not 
on the committee have so little time to 
give each of these intricate provisions 
full and careful thought. 

This bill is an omnibus bill. It has 
some good features in it, I believe, but 
it has some questionable features. I 
do not know that the legislation could 
be brought before us otherwise, but I am 
going to be distressed to have to vo:;e 
yes or no on this measure unless it is 
considerably amended. The gentleman 
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from Indiana [Mr. LANDis] has offered an 
amendment to · section 14 on page 51, 
which would permit labor unions to have 
trust funds for the sole and exclusive 
benefit of employees. As I see it, that is 
a good amendment. Of course, I would 
not favor the building up of a great fund 
over which a labor czar might have ex
clusive control to divert it to some other 
than a beneficial use for the members 
who had contributed to it. 

Of course, I believe in social security 
in general. I believe in various kinds of 
modern insurance. I think that indus
trial insurance, health insurance, acci
dent Insurance, and all such kinds of in:.. 
surance are a great social economic func
tion which permits large groups and 
numbers of human beings to mitigate the 
inevitable hazards of life by dividing the 
risks. Without discussing whether such 
social insurance should be public or pri
vate, I believe that American citizens, 
under right modern law, are thereby able 
to obey the Biblical injunction: "Bear 
ye one another's burdens." I am saying 
nothing about whether such insurance 
should be voluntary or involuntary, 
whether it should be private or public in 
its control, for these are points that may 
be in controversy, but in our modern in
dustrial society it seems to me fair that 
the cost of the inevitable risk to life and 
limb and health ought to be borne by 
the consuriling public and the cost of such 
insurance or security should be one of the 
costs reflected in the price to those who 
demand the service or the product. With 

_ some such thought, I approve of benefit 
funds for such organizations and other 
groups. If properly safeguarded and not 
subject to a wrongful use, I would not 
write the law banning them ·or outlawing 
such contributions and funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment s~bmitted hy the gentler 
man from Indiana {Mr. LANDIS]. 

. The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. LANDis) there 
were--ayes 107, noes 126. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. and the Chair
man appointed Mr. L&NDIS and Mr. HART
LEY to act as tellers. 

The Committee -again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were-ayes 
117, noes 136. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as f~ows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. 'KENNEDY: 
Page 24, strike out, in line 9, the word "or." 
Page 24, strike out. in line 10, the words 

"other than" and insert in place thereof the 
word "including", so as to read: 

"(6) to expel or suspend any member with
out at!ording him an opportunity to be heard, 
on any ground, including (A) nonpayment of 
dues; - (B) disclosing confidential information 
of the labor organization; (C) participating 
in a violation o! a collective-bargaining 
agreement to which the labor organization 
was a party; (D) being a member of the Com
munist Party, or actively and consistently 
promoting or supporting the policies, teach
ings, and doctrines a! the Communist Party, 
or advocating, or being a member of any or
ganization that advocates, tbe overthrow of 
the United states Government by force or 
other illegal or unconstttutional methoda; 

(E) conviction of a felony; or (!') engaging 
1n scandalous conduct tending to br1n,g the 
labor organization into disrepute or 1n other 
conduct subjecting it to clvll damages or 
criminal penalties." 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection. 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment oft'ered. by Mr. LANDIS: Page 

31, strike out lines 7 to 23, inclusive, and re
number the rema1ning paragraphs in the sub
sections accordingly. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chainnan, this is 
the most Vicious part of the bill. and ts 
the most important amendment that will 
be presented to the House, and that is 
the amendment to leave industry-Wide 
bargaining in the bill. We see eye to 
eye on many of the reforms that would 
help balance labor legislation. It should 
be easy to find a common ground for a 
measure that will end secondary ·boy
cotts, jurisdictional disputes, wildcat 
strikes, mass picketing, elimination of 
Communists and subversive individuals 
from labor unions, and make possible the 
settling of strikes in industries essential 
to the health and safety of our citizens. 

My main objective is to eliminate 
strikes and to create better labor-man
agement relations; not outlaw unions. 
This is a tough labor bill, very much 
tougher than the Case bill of last year. 
Why not be consistent in this bill? You 
control industry-wide bargaining among 
industries in America, but you are not 
consiStent, because the railroads do not 
come under the act.; that is, you leave 
industry-wide bargaining free among the 
railroads but you win control the coal, 
the steel, the amalgamated clothing 
workers, the longShoremen, the rubber, 
pottery, and many other industries in 
America. If industry-wide bargaining 
is good enough for the railroad workers, 
then it is good enough for the steel 
workers and the automobile workers and 
the other workers of America. If it is 
good enough for management it is good 
enough for labor. Under the antitrust 
laws they have taken care of the cor
porations through the administration of 
prices but not in wages. and if you let 
the corporations and big business oi 
America bargain industry-wide, then why 
not let the employees bargain industry-
Wide? ., · 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. PLOESER. The gentleman knows 
that there is a price-control system set 
up by the Government on railroad rates. 

Mr. LANDIS. We are not talking 
about prices. We are talking about 
wages and barga.i:ning. 

Mr. PLOESER. All right, but wages 
and prices have a very definite ·relation
ship. Would the gentleman therefore 
advocate that the Government set up a 
bureau to control all prices and wages? 

Mr. LANDIS. No. I want to get rid 
of bureaus. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tilinois. 

Mr. OWENS. Is it not true that in 
committee when that was urged the gen
tleman from Indiana said the railroads 
should be left out? 

Mr. LANDIS. Sure the railroads 
should be left out and so should the 
other industries be left to bargain in
dustry-wide. If the employer and the 
employees want to bargain industry
wide, I think they should have the rtgbt 
to do so. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANDIS. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 
Mr~ KELLEY. If you destroy indus

try-wide bargaining you destroy labor 
unions, because you will have made them 
so weak they will not be able to function. 

Mr. LANDIS. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. KELLEY. There will be no bar
ga.ini,pg at all; there cannot be. 

Mr.- LANDIS. You hit right at the 
fundamentals of the labor unions. If 
you are against unions, of course, you are 
against industry-wide bargaining, but if 
you are trying to get rid of labor abuses, 
then do not try to create chaos in the 
steel industry, automobile industry, the 
rubber industry, and all the rest of them. 
Let us not tear up the unions and create 
chaos all over America. I am for taking 
care of every labor abuse in America, the 
secondary boycott, the wildcat strike, all 
abuses, and all racketeering, but why 
tear up industry-wide bargaining? Why 
hit at the fundamentals of the labor 
unions of America? 

Mr. Chairman, I present this amend
ment, and I hope it is adopted. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let us take a look at the 
consistency of the gentleman from Indi
ana £Mr. LANDis]. Just a few moments 
ago when I asked the House to write into 
this bill following the declaration that a 
man had a right to join a union and to 
participate in union activities the fur
ther statement that a man had a right 
not to join, oh, no, we could not have 
that, and the gentleman insisted it would 
be detrimental to the union. 

Now he comes along and praises the 
Railway Act. That is a fine act. As a 
matter of fact, the Railway Act has 
written into it in express words the open 
shop. It says that a man shall not be 
discriminated against because of non
membership in a union. How is that 
for consistency? 

When., few moments ago I was en
deavoring to have written into the bill, 
at the end of subdivision (a). section 7, 
which declares that "employees shall 
have the right to self-organization, to 
formJ joint or assist any labor organiza
tion and to bargain collectively through 
representatives of their own choosing and 
to engage in other concerted activities 
for the purpose of collective bargaining 
and other mutual aid or protection," the 
simple declaration that they should also 
"have the right to refrain from any or an of such activities," the argument was 
made that I was .attempting to destroy 
the unions and that such declaration 
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was' unnecessary and would serve no 
useful purpose. 

The opponents of that provision and, . 
in particular, the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. LANDis], were vigorous in 
their opposition, but now the gentleman 
from Indiana, as just stated, praises the 
Railway Act and, if you will read it, you 
will find the following provision there 
in subdivision 5 of section 152 of title 
45 of the United States Code: 

No carrier, its officers, or agents shall re
quire any person seeking employment to 
sign any contract or agreement promising 
to join or not to join a la.Jor organization; 
and if any such contract has been enforced 
prior to the effective date of this chapter, 
then such carrier shall notify the employees 
by an appropriate order that such contract 
has been discarded and is no longer binding 
on them in any J!,2-Y. 

There is another statute which con
tains a similar provision. Take a look 
at the so-called Norris-LaGuardia Act, 
title 29, chapter 6, section 123 of the 
United States Code. 

There you will find a provision that 
"every undertaking or promise herein
after made, whether written or verbal, 
express or implied, constituting or con
tained in any contract or agreement of 
hiring or employment between any in
dividual, firm, company, association or 
corporation, and any employee or pros
pective employee of the same, whereby 
(a) either party to such contract or 
agreement undertakes or promises not 
to join, become or remain a member of 
any labor organization or of any em
ployer organization,'' is declared to be 
contrary to pubJic policy and not enforce
able in any court of the United States 
and shall not afford any basis for the 
granting of legal or equitable relief by 
any such court. 

Vlhat is he talking about now? He is 
talking about industry-wide bargaining. 
You t2.ke industry-wide bargaining-and 
remember that industry is regulated by 
the laws against trusts and monopolies 
and labor never has been-and General 
Motors or any other industry which has 
subsidiaries all over the country can bar
gain with the union on an industry-wide 
basis and impose on the etPployers in the 
smaller towns the same conditions and 
the same wages they have in the large 
cities. 

With automatic machinery costing 
sometimes more than a hundred 
thousand dollars for one installation, 
with almost mile-long assembly lines, 
Detroit or Pittsburgh or any of these 
places can produce much more cheaply 
than can the industries in your city or 
my city. Yet the purpose of this indus
try-wide bargatning is to impose the same 
wages, the same working conditions, the 
same hours upon the people in the small 
places that obtain in the larger centers. 

It means the lessening of industry 
throughout the smaller communities. It 
means the wiping out of a small business
man engaged in industry. It means 
bringing everything to the city and forc
ing the workers to go to the cities where 
they live in coops such as we put chickens 
or other domestic animals in. Where 
the children are forced to play in the 
streets. 

If that is the kind of America you want 
to build up, we have the power to do it, 
but if you want to protect small industry 
and if you want to protect the worker 
who prefers to have his job out in the 
country where he can have a garden and 
his wife can have a flower bed and his 
children go to school and have a yard 
to play in, if you believe in that kind 
of America, then do not let these unions 
force industry-wide bargaining upon us 
and deprive the fellow in the small town 
of his job. Let them bargain on a com
pany-wide basis as the bill provides. 

This law as it is written permits com
pany-wide bargaining. All you need to 
do is go along as the committee voted 
and not permit industry-wide bargaining 
which fastens the bad results and the 
competition of a monopoly upon all the 
small industries and upon the employers 
in the smaller cities. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the la.st 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, we are here dealing 
with a subject that is extremely difficult. 
Every expert who appeared before our 
committee and every witness had a dif
ferent idea on this subject of industry
wide bargaining. We all, of course, fear 
the possibility of a labor leader declaring 
a strike throughout an entire industry. 
The bill seeks to deal with that situation 
in various ways. It provides at the end 
that in the . case of an emergency the 
President can ask the Attorney General 
to procure an injunction. It also demo
cratizes unions so that strikes may not 
be so readily called. 

But this proposition of outlawing in
dustry-wide bargaining is mighty serious. 
I want to point out one grave, and I think 
vital, defect in the way the bill is drawn. 
It prohibits employees or their repre
sentatives from bargaining where more 
than one competing employer is con
cerned. It limits it to a company level 
so far as the employees are concerned, 
but it does not limit the employer in the 
matter of getting together and entering 
into a contract, one with the other. 

On wages the bill is silent. As I under
stand it, that is not against the antitrust 
laws. The antitrust laws forbid the fix
ing of prices. They do not forbid the 
fixing of wages. That is apparent be
cause of the fact that we have had in
dustry-wide -contracts on wages for years 
and nothing has ever been said about it. 
But now we are striking down the em
ployees, but are not dealing with the 
employers. We are not forbidding them 
from getting together where company A 
and company B and company C might 
enter into an agreement in an industry 
and say, "All right, boys, this year we 
will knock off your union in company A. 
Next year we will take care of company 
B, and the third year company C." The 
employers can do that under the lan
guage of this bill. 

So therefore the provision pertaining 
to industry-wide bargaining whereby we 
do not permit employees to go beyond 
one company, I think is vital, and must 
be remedied. Otherwise, we will then 
really be putting into the hands of the 
employers in competing industries the 
power to strike down unions one after 
the other. 

I have a substitute amendment, if this 
amendment is not agreed to, which is 
quite similar, but I favor the general 
proposition that something has to be 
done about industry-wide bargaining as 

. far as the provisions of the present bill 
are concerned. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. BREHM. Would not the answer 

be to amend the antitrust laws to take 
care of the industries or corporations, 
rather than to go ahead and perpetuate 
another evil? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Yes. I 
think the antitrust laws should be dealt 
with in a great many ways, because the 
reports are that there are many mergers 
among the large companies. We are get
ting larger and larger cartels. But if we 
are going to forbid the employees from 
bargaining beyond the company level, 
and permit the companies to agree one 
with the other, we are really putting it 
into the hands of the employers to do 
away with unions. Do not forget this: 
When we put it on the company basis, 
and take away industry-wide bargaining, 
we are then making wages the subject of 
keen competition among competing em
ployers. As an example, the amalgam
ated clothing workers in New York will 
return to the sweatshop pay if we per
mit this to go through in this fashion. 
It is a fatal defect. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. I think the gentle

man has an excellent proposal along this 
line and I wish he would explain to the 
House. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. As I 
understand it, it will be out of order. It 
cannot be offered as a substitute amend
ment. It will have to be offered as a sep
arate amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that this is a 
very serious situation which we are dis
cussing. You have heard me speak be
fore about the fact that the other body 
sometimes expresses itself. We have 
heard prominent Members of that body 
express themselves with respect to this 
very situation. In view of that fact, it 
behooves us to move slowly. The gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN] and 
I, and several others, sitting together. and 
discussing this matter, drew an amend
ment about which the gentleman spoke 
a moment ago, which we feel will take 
care of it when it is presented to the con
ference. It is an amendment which will 
permit the various unions to reach out 
and bargain with companies which are 
united, for the purpose of fixing wages. 
As the bill stands at present, unions are 
able to bargain with all of the utilities 
because they are not competing. For 
instance, they are able to bargain with 
the Steel Trust, because in holding com
panies there is no competition. But 
where a group of employers, through an 
association, had merged and decided that 
they are going to oppose certain wage 
.,rates or the fixing of certain wage scales, 
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I helieve it can easily be arranged in con
ference by this amendment to take care 
of that situation. I believe it would be 
a mistake at this time to vote for the 
pending amendment and thereby vote 
against the committee. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. If this 

has merit, why should we postpone the 
period to adjust it? Is that not what we 
are here for today? If this is the right 
kind of amendment, why should we not 
adopt the Landis amendment? 

Mr. OWENS. Striking out that entire 
paragraph would not be proper, because 
it would give too much leeway. Just be
cause we want to cure a cut is no reason 
why we should cut off the entire arm. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. How are 

you going to get it into conference if it 
is not in the bill? 

Mr. OWENS. That provision is in the 
bill, and, therefore, it would be com
paratively simple to amend it. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. LANDIS. If we abolish indus

try-wide bargaining, how do we com
ply with the Republican platform pledge 
which reads: 

The Republican Party has always protected 
the American worker. We shall maintain 
labor's right of free organization and collec
tive bargaining. 

Mr. OWENS. I can answer that, for 
when it comes to a situation where we 
know that because of industry-wide bar
gaining one man at the head of one 
union can say the word and close down 
the industry of an entire nation at a 
time when our Nation could be attacked 
by an enemy, which is very likely at any 
time, we would be in a sorry state. It is 
up to us to be mighty careful to prevent 
that. By not voting for this amendment 
but by changing it in conference to re
move any slight error that might arise I 
think would be the best step to take. 

Mr. DEVITT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I .yield. 
Mr. DEVITI'. Why would it not ,Pe 

well to read to the Members the amend
ment the gentleman proposes, what the 
gentleman has in mind? 

Mr. OWENS. I see no objection to 
that. I believe the difference could be 
taken care of in conference. The 
amendment reads: 

Page 31, line 23, add the following: 
"Provided, however, in every instance in 

which such competing employers may law
fully engage in any concerted activities 
among themselves in the formulation of a 
common or agreed pollcy for collective bar
gaining with their respective employees or 
any of them whereby such competing em
ployers are subject, directly or indirectly, to 
common control or approval, the representa
tives of such employees as may be affected 
by such concerted employer activities may 
likewise formulate a common or agreed col
lective-bargaining policy that is coextensive 
1n every ~egal effect with the policy of such 
competing employers. 

I believe that takes care of it equitably 
for both the employees and the employ
ers. It could also be reached by forbid
ding concerted action by competing em
ployers to fix wage rates. 

Mr. DEVITT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield. 
Mr. DEVITr. If the Landis amend

ment is voted down, will we not have an 
opportunity to vote on this in the House 
rather than wait until the bill gets into 
conference? 

Mr. OWENS. Yes; I believe that 
would be the proper step to take, and it 
would be excellent if the Committee on 
Education and Labor, in conference, can 
agree to adopt the amendment as a com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFIElD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment o:liered 
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
LumrsJ, and in line With the thought ex
pressed by the gentleman from Wiscon
sin. 

Let us see what we do with this par
ticular provision. As we know, many of 
the necessities of life are manufactured 
by corporations and are distributed on 
a Nation-wide basis. Let us take any of 
the famous-brand names, whether it be 
in food, clothing, or whatnot; the article, 
whether it be a Firestone tire or a Stetson 
hat, is priced nationally; in other words, 
that organization has the privilege of 
pricing in thousands of stores through
out the United States the same article 
at the same price. They manufacture 
and distribute these articles in many dif
ferent plants throughout the United 
States. 

Let us tate the General Electric Co., 
for instance. They have 96 different fac
tories. This provision of the bill would 
force upon General Electric and upon 
their employees the necessity of having 
96 different bargaining contracts unless 
the plant has less than 100 employees, as 
I understand it. If I am not right I 
should like to be corrected. I ask the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. LESINSKI. And less than 50 miles 
apart. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. In other words, it 
would be on a regional basis. 

Mr. BREHM. If the gentleman will 
yield, that is not correct; a company 
would be permitted to bargain all over 
the country. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is not true. 
Mr. BREHM. That absolutely is true 

according to our legal counsel. 
Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield: 
Mr. HARTLEY. Do I understand the 

gentleman to make the statement that 
under this bill General Electric would 
have to have 90-odd contracts? 

Mr. HOLlFIELD. Let me ask the 
question: If General Electric had 96 
plants would they have to have 96 differ
ent bargaining contracts? 

Mr. HARTLEY. The gentleman is en
tirely in error in his understanding of 
the bill. 

Mr. HOLIFIELDL I am glad to be 
corrected. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Under this bill we 
ban industry-wide bargaining, but we 
do not bar company-wide bargaining; 
so General Electric could bargain for the 
employees in all its plants in one con
tract. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Let me pursue the 
question further and ask the meaning of 
the provision with reference to the 50-
mile area and the 100 or less employees 
in a plant. What would that have to 
do with it? 

Mr. HARTLEY. That would not in
terfere with it in any way. 

On page 31, line 7, the language is as 
follows: 

(1) A representative that has been desig
nated or acts as the representative of em
ployees of any employer shall be ineligible 
to be certified as the representative of em
ployees of any competing employer, unless 
the employees of such employers whom the 
representative seeks to represent are regu
larly less than 100 in number and the 
plants or other facilities of such em
ployers at which the representative acts and 
seeks to act as such are less than 50 miles 
apart, but nothing in this paragraph shall 
prevent any representative from being amu
ated or associated, directly or through a 
federation-, association, or parent organiza
tion, with representatives of competing 
employers, if the collective bargaining, con
certed activities, or terms of collective bar
gains or arrangements of such representa
tives are not subject, directly or indirectly, 
to common control or approval. 

Mr. HOLIFlELD. As I understand it, 
then, if the General Electric through its 
board of directors would say: ••we will 
not pay over 75 cents an hour as a maxi
mum for a certain job throughout all of 
their plants'' there would not be any 
necessity in a local area for bargaining 
on that? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The provision simply 
brings bargaining down to the employer 
level, not the plant level. Having re- · 
gard to the General Electric, with what
ever number of plants it may have, each 
of those plants could bargain with the 
unit of that plant, the representative 
unit, if that were the arrangement 
agreed upon. The employees of Gen
eral Electric being in one over-all union 
or being made up of the locals in the 
different plant unions could bargain 
with the management of General Elec
tric for contracts covering all of the 
plants. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. On what basis 
could they secure that rig~t of bargain
ing on consent of General.Electric? 

Mr. HALLECK. It is left to agree
ment. There is no prohibition in the 
law as far as General Electric is con
cerned or the employees of General 
Electric. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is the situa
tion as it exists today. 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes. The situation 
of the 100 employees within a 50-mile 
radius is designed to take care of, oh, 
say, little foundries in a community em
ploying less than 100 men, fabricating 
plants ~nd things of that kind, where a 
general over-all bargaining operation is 
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the desirable thing. That sort of situa
tion does not give rise to the monopo
listic practices that are sought to be 
reached by this provision of the bill. So 
I think very rightly the committee 
exempted employers having less than 
100 employees and within a 50-mile 
radius. 

The CHAffiMAN. The . time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last six words. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say that the gen
tleman from Michigan UMr. HoFFMAN] 
brough ~ up one of the basic factors be
hind this particular provision when he 
mentioned the city of Pittsburgh and 
spoke of the economic competition be
tween the large cities, mentioning Pitts
burgh specifically, and small communi
ties, and mentioned that competition in 
.tespect to this particular provision on the 
ban on industry-wide bargaining. That 
brings me to my feet because while we 
have five Congressmen from Allegheny 
County, there are two of us on the floor 
of this Congress who have the majority 
of their districts in Pittsburgh, that great 
industrial area. I represent the south
ern industrial area of Pittsburgh con
sisting of shipbuilding, mines, mills, fac
tories, and I am glad to say such in
dustrial areas have Republican Repre
sentatives as well as Democratic Rep
resentatives. 

The position I would -like to bring out 
is this: If we people in the cities are 
put into competition with people in small 
communities and in farm areas where 
those people can work part time in fac
tories, and then get part of their food 
and their living from the soil, we are go
ing to be in a bad competitive bargain
ing position. We have the highest wages 
in the world in our Pittsburgh industrial 
area, and we pay the highest prices for 
food because we have to buy it in city 
stores. The food has to be shipped in, 
and we pay freight costs on top of pro
duction costs. Because we live in the 
city we pay the highest taxes of any type 
community in the whole Nation, and in 
addition we have this competitive dis
advantage because we have to buy all of 
our food at the city stores. We cannot 
raise any of it, yet they tax our real 
estate high, they tax our income high, 
and Pittsburgh does pay as high an in
come tax as any city in the country. 

Now, if you look at it on that particu
lar basis, I think it is unfortunate that 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HoFFMANl brought it up. I had not in
tended to speak, but let me tell you this: 
I am here to protect the city of Pitts
burgh. If it is really on that basis as the 
gentleman from Michigan states, I am in 
there fighting, and I think some of the 
people from the cities better wake up. 1 

I do not want to put the city against the 
country, but if that is the basis that this 
provision was drawn on, I think it is a 
very unfortunate ·basis. 

May I say, however, that I do think 
there are logical reasons outside of com
petition between urban and rural areas, 
which can be cited on both sides of this 
question. The logical reason which im
presses me is this, that once your indus
tries have grown up beyond an agricul- · 
tural economy; until you have industries 

that distribute Nation-wide and pro
duce Nation-wide, and when you have 
groups of employers and associations 
acting together, it is only I\atural that 
on the other side there should develop 
joint action, group action, through col
lective bargaining. We have had that 
development here in this country. I, too, 
think it has become lopsided and that 
certain things have to be corrected. 

But let me warn you, industry is the 
heart of this country. We cannot afford, 
without looking into it closer, to go too 
deeply into probing the heart, because 
you may stop the whole thing in these 
trying times. If we are going to correct 
abuses, let us correct the abuses. Let us 
not change the entire structure, because 
in changing it you may have a transition 
such that ends you up in a controlled 
economy. I think there is too much 
Government control now, and I am 
against this prohibition of free agree
ments by labor and management arrived 
at by collective bargaining between the 
parties, because this is a further Gov
ernment control of contracts, and I hope 
the Republicans will support me on it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. ·Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I can understand 
and appreciate the gentleman's position 
and I respect his views. My point was 
this, that while you in the cities are com
pelled to pay more for the food and the 
clothing and the things you use, would 
you deprive the small employer who is 
out in the country and who can get, as 
you stated, competitive workers for a less 
wage, because they do live in the country 
and raise a part of their food-would you 
deprive him of his business by forcing 
him to pay a wage on a product where 
he cannot meet the city price in com-
petition? , 

Mr. FULTON. Yes; he can·meet the 
city price. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. How? 
Mr. FULTON. Because we had that 

argument proved ou1 in the southern 
and northern coal operators' fight. We 
have been up against that in Pittsburgh 
all along, where the southern operators 
wanted to pay the miners less. They 
were able to deal with local employees 
because the employees were not apprised 
of their rights of collective bargaining 
and they did not have the representation 
that was as experienced as they had in 
the northern fields. We paid a higher 
wage rate in the northern fields, and 
then it was always a fight. First there 
was the fight between the mine opera
tors and the unions, and then the unions 
would join up with the mine operators 
in the North and fight the southern op
erators to get their wages higher. That 
is the way it has been all along. There 
is no doubt that both the northern and 
southern coal mines are operated suc
cessfully under better working condi
tions than previously but it has been 
a long, uphill climb. 

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last seven words. 

Mr. Chairman, I was very much in
terested in the discussion between the 
majority leader and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. The sim-· 

pie matter is that pargaintng has been 
surrounded by so much prohibition that 
you would not have any collective bar
gaining. You would break it down, you 
would destroy it. Let us not kid our
selves about that. 

The gentleman from Pittsburgh [Mr. 
FuLTON 1 raised the point about the coal 
industry, as to the difference between 
the coal operators in the South and the 
coal operators in the North-! will say 
the operators in southern West Virginia 
and those in Pennsylvania. I know 
something about what happened in years 
gom. by when they did not have indus
try-wide bargaining in the coal indus
try. The gentleman said the southern 
operators wanted to pay a lower wage. 
Well, they did. They did for years, until 
the industry-wide bargaining brought 
about a level that they both paid. So it 
helped the coal industry all over the 
country. So when you talk about indus
try-wide bargaining and try to surround 
it with all the prohibitions that this bill 
is trying to do, you might just as well quit 
kidding the people of the country, be
cause you are destroying collective bar
gaining, you are destroying all bargain
ing, and you are destroying the unions. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLEY. i yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The explanation 
that was given me was not wholly satis
factory to me, although it -.vas partially. 
At the bottom of page 31, in subsection 
2 appear these words: 

t!Pon application of any interested person 
or persons, the Board shall direct the Ad
ministrator to provide for a separate ballot 
for any ·craft, department, plant, trade, 
calling, profession or other distinguishable 
group within a proposed bargaining unit. 

As I understand that, any interested 
party would be either a party on the part 
of management, a party· on the part of 
the union, or an individual in a union. 
So it seems to me that certainly that 
would be a case where a ballot would 
be required on a much narrower basis 
than on an · industry-wide basis. In 
other words, it seems to me this is 
breaking it down to individual plants. 
If that be the case, if the bill is as I 
interpret it on that point, it seems to 
me you are going back into the days 
of the sweatshop conditions in the 
clothing business in New York, when 
competing manufacturers had no obliga
tion at all in the way of a minimum-wage 
law, when each one would compete with 
the other in the pricing of their articles 
in the market, and the only place that 
they could cut after they passed a cer
tain point in materials and efficiency was 
in the wages of the individual worker. 
We know what resulted from that cut
throat bargaining back and forth. The 
whole industry went into, chaos. In view 
of the latter part of this section on pages 
31 and 32 it seems to me you are return
ing to that status of bargaining. 

Mr. KELLEY. That is inevitable. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Whether it is a 

plant, a profession, a trade, or a calling, 
you break it down to the very lowest 
minimum industrial or manufacturing 
group. If my understanding is wrong, 
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I should like to have an explanation from 
the chairman on that. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from New J ersey. 

Mr. HARTLEY. I think the gentle
man's understanding is in error there, 
because the language the gentleman just 
read refers to a case where you find a 
craft union working with an industrial 
union. It is an endeavor there to pro
tect the right of the craft union to bar
gain by itself and protect its own identity 
and not be gobbleci up and lost sight of 
in the larger industrial union. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Of course, in addi
tion to crafts, it has many others--de
partment, plant, trade, calling, and 
profession. I admit that is true in re
gard to the craft, but I think it goes 
further than that. 

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. LANDIS: In the case of the amal
gamated clothing workers, where there 
is more than one employer, and there 
is more than one employer, they have 
to have a number of 100 or less employees 
before they can bargain in this 50-mile 
limit. There is no question about it, it 
will disrupt the whole amalgamated 
clothing workers' industry. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD: That was mY inter
pretation. In other words, plants like 
Hart, Schaffner & Marx and Kuppen
heimer and other national firms whose 
plants have from 500 to 5,000 workers 
in different cities could not barg'ain 
together. 

Mr. LANDIS. That is correct. 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana. · 

In outlawing industry-wide bargaining 
this bill disregards the fact that employ
ers compete with one another, both as 
to the price and quality of their product 
and for labor. It is unthinkable, for 
example, that the large automobile man
ufacturers, all of whom compete for la
bor in any market, can pay a di:fferent 
wage scale. Yet, this provision would 
necessarily mean that the wage levels of 
entire industries would be forced down 
to the lowest level which any substan
tial group of employees were inclined to, 
or could, accept. 

Under this subsection of the bill, a 
union that has been designated as col
Iective-baPgaining representative would 
be ineligible to be ·certified as the repre
sentative of the employees of any com
peting employer, unless the employees 
involved are less than 100 in number 
and the plants of the employers involved 
are less than 50 miles apart. A provi
sion more inconsistent with' the policy 
of the bill set out in section 1, to mini
mize industrial strife and to encourage 
peaceful settlement of labor disputes, 
could scarcely be imagined. 

The Unpairment of industry-wide bar
gaining that might well follow from the 
enactment of this bill would upset exist
Ing collective-bargaining practices which 
ha.ve proved successful in many indus
tries and made important contributions 
to industrial peace. 

Employers as much as employees have 
benefited from this practice and have 
testified in favor of its continuance. 
Such wide]y varied employer groups as 
the men's clothing industry, the full
fashioned hosiery, shipbuilding, and the 
maritime industries have testified to the 
efficacy of industry-wide bargaining as 
a means of promoting stability and peace 
in industrial relations. 

Experience has shown also that in
dustry-wide bargaining has made a val
uable contribution to the promotion and 
maintenance of fair standards in wages, 
hours and working conditions, to the 
benefit not only of the living standards 
of the wage-earners of this country but 
also the prosperity of the employers in 
the industry. The stabilization of wage 
rates through industry-wide bargaining 
has helped to discourage unfair compe
tition with respect to wage rates and has 
enabled the great majority of fair
minded employers to operate at the 
American level of fair play and decency. 

Although the sponsors of this proposal 
undoubtedly did not intend it, one of the 
significant effectS of any weakening of 
industry-wide bargaining would be to se
riously impair the bargaining power of 
many employers. Unions would be aided 
in a policy of picking off employers one 
by one. Employers who sought to pro
tect themselves against such tactics by 
organizing and bargaining as a unit 
would be hurt by a limitation on indus
try-wide bargaining. On the other 
hand, unscrupulous labor racketeers or 
radical elements would be free to follow 
a policy of divide and conquer. That is 
the :-:-eason why small employers, particu
larly, look to industry-wide bargaining 
as their only hope of gaining some ap
proximation of equality with large and 
powerful unions. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, if the people back home 
like the telephone strike and if you want 
John L. Lewis to continue to apply and 
tigllten his noose around the country's 
neck and if you want James C. Petrillo 
to continue to dictate to every musician 
and every theater and every radio station 
in America and if you want the thugs in 
the teamsters' union to continue to con
trol the small stores from coast to coast, 
then vote in favor of the Landis amend
m'ent. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Are there not other 
provisions in this bill wl}.ich go far toward 
taking care of those admitted abuses in 
tlle existing law without destroying in
dustry-wide bargaining? 

Mr. BUCK. They do help, but the pro
hibition against industry-wide bargain
ing, in my opinion, is the heart of the 
bill. 

Mr. McDOWELL. . Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield. 
Mr. McDOWELL. I would like to tell 

the gentleman that the major part of 
my district lies in the great industrial 
city of Pittsburgh and for the protection 
of the more than 150,000 breadWinners 
whom I represent, I am going to vote 

against the amendment and in favor of 
the bill. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to ·the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is probably the 
most important provision in this bill 
which they are attempting to destroy. 
Make no mistake about it. If you elimi
nate this provision in the bill, you elimi
nate the principal bulwark that is pro
vided here against a monopoly about 
which we have had complaints in the 
different fields that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BucxJ just referred to. 

In the committee hearings we had 
many instances of how this thing works. 
It has practically destroyed industry
wide bargaining in its true meaning in 
this country. No longer do they sit down 
across the table at a plant or in the areas 
where the conditions exist and undertake 
to iron out their differences and agree 
upon the terms of the contract. No; it 
is handled now by absentee bosses who 
operate a thousand miles away writing 
out the pattern for a gigantic industry
wide situation. 

Consider the United Steelworkers, for 
example. Phil Murray controls about 
1,000,000 workers. Only a portion of 
them are actually in the steel industry. 
They are in many allied industries and 
many independent competing companies. 
Yet, when the strike order was sent out 
last January a year ago, all of these com
panies had to go out on strike. The em
ployees in every one of the· companies 
had to go out. 

We had many instances brought to the 
attention of the committee where the 
employees did not want to strike. In 
some cases they even voted against going 
out on strike, but they were instructed 
that they could not settle and could not 
make a contract until they were given 
the word and the pattern from bead
quarters. 

The result has been that collective bar
gaining is a mockery. as yoi.l can see. 
In the steel case, it was referred to as 
collective bludgeoning, and that is not an 
inapt description of it by any means. 
Therefore, strikes imposed upon the em
ployees in many industries who did not 
want to strike. Why? Because they 
were ordered f'l'om· headquarters of the 
international unions. 

It is hard to believe what is going on, 
and it is not going on in isolated cases 
either. We h~d an instance brought to 
the attention of the committee where 
the companies' of some of these concerns 
covered by the steel workers\ union con
tract received a notice from the Labor 
Department of a strike notice because of 
a dispute in the plant and they then 
called in the officers of the local union 
and asked them about it because they had 
never heard about it. The local officers 
said, "We never heard about it either and 
perhaps you had better call_ the interna
tional office to find out what the trouble 
is." 

Now, that happened in many, many 
cases. That is one of the byproducts of . 
your industry-wide bargaining as it has 
grown up in this countrY. If you want 
to operate it that way then you should 
vote for this amendment. If you want 
to break it down and let bargaining be 
on the company level or on the plant 
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level, then vote against this amendment. 
There is no way of escaping the issue. 
It is purely a question of monopoly-a 
matter of control over tremendous in
dustries that vitally a:ffect the welfare of 
the entire Nation. 

I recall very well a few months ago 
when there was a great clamor that went 
over this Nation about curtailing the 
monopolistic powers of John L. Lewis, 
who was able to pull a string down in the 
Carlton Hotel and with one fell swoop 
call out 400,000 miners and cause this 
Nation to get down on its knees. I think 
most of you remember that. Now, do 
you want to let him do that again? 
There is only one provision in this bill 
that will break down that concentration 
of power, and that is to prohibit in
dustrY-wide bargaining. Break down 
that monopolistic control over all of these 
men at one time. The coal industry is 
owned by hundreds and hundreds of dif
ferent concerns, entirely independent of 
other concerns. It is an industry that is 
broken up into di:fferent groups and dif
ferent ownerships. Each one has a local 
union. Let those local unions bargain 
with the local plants and you will break 
down this monopoly. You will restore 
collective bargaining as a real thing. 
You will perform a real service to the 
workers and to the public. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last 10 words. 

Mr. Chairman, just for the purpose of 
clarifying a statement made by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD], 
wh;ch was completely in error, I wish 
to say that this bill, as presently drafted, 
permits employer-wide bargaining re
gardless of the size of the corporation. 
That goes for Hart, Scha:ffner & Marx, 
and it goes for the telephone company, 
and it goes for the United States Steel 
Corp., and it goes for any employer, 
regardless of size. However, it is not 
compulsory upon the employees. If the 
employees in any separate craft, plant, 
or otherwise wish to vote to have a 
di:fferent representative, then the provi
sion that the gentleman referred to in 
section 9 (f) (2) is the provision that 
gives them that right. It does nothing 
more. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. I yield. 
Mr. BREHM. In other words, all the 

employees of Chrysler, Ford, or General 
Motors, or the employees of any manu
facturer of any automobile can bargain 
on that plant basis, but they cannot bar
gain over -all for the entire automotive 
industry? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. They can bargain 
at one sitting for the entire Ford in
dustry. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. As the gentleman 

explains it, is it not true that if any per
son in that bargaining unit, as outlined 
in section 2, requests individual bargain
ing on the basis of a certain plant, it 
would impose upon that plant the ne
cessity !or that single bargaining? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. No; if they peti
tion for it this provision merely says 
there shall be a separate ballot of the 
employees of that particular unit to de
termine, by majority vote, who they want 
to represent them. It is a purely demo
cratic procedure .. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. I yield. 
Mr. OWENS. Is it not a fact that in 

the bill as it now stands the only prohi
bition upon even industry-wide bar
gaining of a union is that it makes them 
eligible to be certified as the bargaining 
representative of the company? Aside 
from that, they have full right to go 
ahead ana bargain industry-wide? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. That is correct in 
my opinion. 

I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 
Mr. LANDIS. Why allow General 

Electric and United Electric employers 
to bargain on wages and not the em
ployees of those outfits? 

Mr. MAcKINNON. It does allow them. 
Mr. LANDIS. The gentleman means 

United Electric and General Electric to
gether? 

Mr . . MAcKINNON. No; not together. 
Mr. LANDIS. It depends upon what 

the employer does. You have different 
clothing employers bargaining separate
ly. You do not bunch them together. 

Mr. MAcKINNON. That is correct but 
I am merely explaining the workings of 
the bill. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment o:ffered by the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. LANDis]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. LANDis) there 
were-ayes 71, noes 161. · 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose, and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
States of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill <H. R. 3020) the Labor
Management Relations Act of 1947, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an ar
ticle from the Sault St. Marie Evening 
News of Friday, April 11. 

Mr. BRADLEY of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD and 
include an article by David Lawrence 
published in the Long Beach Press Tele
gram, Long Beach, Calif. 

Mrs. BOLTON asked and was given 
permission to extend her remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
article from the Shore Breeze, Shore High 
School, Euclid, Ohio, telling of the ex
ploits of William Crowell, who won the 
American Legion essay contest here in 
Washington, and also to include the 
essay that he wrote on the subject "Amer
icanism Or." 

Mr. KEARNS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. appear
ing in the Washington News of April 16, 
1947. 

Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include a letter. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD on Pan-American 
Week. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in the Committee 
of the Whole and to include with those 
remarks a table and a statement. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial appear
ing in the Boston Herald, and also to ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD and in
clude another newspaper item. -

Mrs. DOUGLAS asked and was given 
permission to extend her remarks in the 
RECORD in five separate instances and in
clude certain excerpts. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial from to
day's Washington Post. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, on yes
terday ! 'asked and was given permission 
to extend my remarks in the Appendix 
of the RECORD and to include certain in
formation regarding the enforcement of 
cases by OPA. I am informed by the 
Public Printer that this will exceed two 
pages of the RECORD and will cost $301.75. 
In view of the importance of this matter 
I ask unanimous consent that it be print
ed notwithstanding the fact it exceeds 
two pages. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MADDEN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks and in
clude an editorial from this morning's 
Washington Post. 

Mr. GAMBLE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial. 

Mr. CLASON <at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD and in
clude an article. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and include a state
ment recently made by Col. Charles A. 
Lindbergh, which I consider to be a very 
courageous statement and one of a most 
constructive nature in the forming of a 
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sound' pnblie Opfnfon tn America at this 
time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
tbe request of the gentleman. from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no- objection. 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. BENNETT] is recognized for 2fJ 
minutes. · 

FEDERAL RESPONSimLI.TY FOB. 
HIGHWAY SAFETY 

Mr: BENNETT of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday I inuodueed H. R. 
304:2. referred by the Speaker to the 
Committee on Interstate and Poreign 
Commerce of the United states House of 
Representatives. A preliminary hearing 
on this measure has been scheduled for 
next week.. 1 hope toe committee will 
ultima.teb report it favorably to the 
House ior consideration. 

The purpose of B.. R. 3M~ is to reduce 
tbe aecident ton on tbe Nationps bigh
wQs by establishing and enio:reing uni
form regulations for the issuance of 
drivers• licenses, and requiring financial 
responsibility on tbe part of drivers. and 
thus to insure~ so far as. possible.. tba' 
those operating motor vebieles are rea
sonably fit, competent; and able to do. so. 
Few subject& would seem of greater im
porta.nu than the safety of life and limb. 
Yet.c the slaughter on. the highways of. 
this country is annually greater than 
American losses in the F1rst. World War 
and shows steady increase.. Too many 
Americans apparently aceept traffic ac
cidents as inevitable.. They do not. see
or possibly comprehend the nemendow 
daib tall of killed and injUl'ed and the 
vast prope~ty losses resulting from a sum 
total of many millions of individual acis 
of thoughtlessness and indtl!erence. It 
is true. but difilcult to believe, that while 
we have had the automobile for abou.t 
50 years, numer.ous States still permit 
anyone. regardless of his physical or 
mental fitness~ to opemte. with. abandon 
a killing machine capable of traveling 
up to 100 miles per hour and weighing 
thousands of pounds~ Some of the States 
which do have license requirements fer 
drivel'S nevertheless issue licenses cheer
fully to lunatics, habitual drunkards. and 
narcotic addicts. Many drivers are more 
dangerous than a maniae with a meat 
ax. ln my own State you can get a 
driver's license renewed for 25 cents and 
without a test of any kind. In many 
other states and numerous cities, the 
drivers' license is a revenue and not. a 
safety measure. 

Statistics gathered by various authori
tative sources show that since the end 
of the war and the resumption of. heavy 
motor travel. the. death rate from auta
mobile operation is again decide~ on 
the increase. This deadly killer now 
ranks tenth in the list of causes of death 
in this country, and no less a person than 
the President. bims.eJf has publiely pre
dicted i.bat on tbe basis oJ known figures 
tbe automotdle acctdent toll tbis year in 
this country will reach 00,000 faialities. 
This does not even take into account tbe 
great less and sufferlng frcim personal 
injmies not fatal. or tbe tremend.ous 
property damage resulting from motor 

acefdents, or the inevitable business and 
firumcfal losses accruing therefrom, or 
tbe delays and hazards created in trnve:r 
and interstate traffic. A study of these 
accidents wm demonstrate that many 
alise from the presence on highwayS. of 
persons who ar.e unfit or incompetent to
drive an automobile. 

Congress is proper~ giving much at
tention to prevention of accidents in the 
air. Yet. the proportion of afr accidents 
is infinitesimal compared to auto- acci
dents. 

It is hardly arguable thJtt something 
must be done to correct a situatio-n which 
goes to the very heart of the well-being of 
the public and o-f business. Some States, 
of course, have adopted stringent meas
ures for the regulation of motorcar o-p
eration and the careful examination of 
those who seek to- drive. Others, un
forttmately, nave little rea! effective leg
islation on the subject and there is a gen
eral lack of uniformity in Jaws presently 
existing. A number of states do not even 
require an examination of a: person's fit
ness arability to- operate a motor vebiele. 
Under present conditions, with beavy 
traffic between States and highway travel 
greater than ever before, and with more 
worn and unsafe automobiles on the road 
than ever before, the problem ts no longer 
one of purely local concern. IntercoUl'S'e 
between the states on the many high
ways of the eount:ry is now so great and 
so commonplace that states acting In
dividually can no longer effectively cope 
with the situation confronting . 

The bill I propose represents the first 
step in securing eif'ective Pederal regula
tion as the only means whereby safety 
on the highways can now be promoted. 
The bill sets forth various regulatiDns 
and restrictions tor the :issuance of oper
ators" and chauffeurs' licenses. provides 
for an actual test. of a person's ability 
to drive an automobile. provides condi
tions under which a license may be. sus
pended, canceled. or revoked.. and pro
vides for an o:mce of Commissioner to 
administer the law and keep the neces
sary records.. 'I'he modest fees which 
the bill :requires to be paid are not oner
ous but will assist materially in defray
ing the cost of administration. No one 
dislikes to see additional Government. 
bureaus any more than I do. But Gov
ernment :has its obligatfons to the people. 
The time is here when we should have 
bureaus to help the citizen protect his 
life and property instead of taking it 
away f.rom him. We have too many of 
the latter kind a.nd not enough of the 
former. 

My bill incorpo.rates many provisions 
recommended in the model code aP
proved by the National Conference_on 
Street and Highway Safety and thus re
flects expert consideration as to what 
is necessary for effective examination 
and control of those who operate motor 
vehicles. 

The objection will doubtless be raised,. 
as it bas in the past, that highway safety 
is a mat.te:r o1 pmely local concern, tbat 
states, rights must. not. be interfe:red with 
and that sueh a bill is not within the 
consiitutiooal po:wet of. Congress to enact& 
I submit that States' rights ue of little 
interest or value to a citizen who is lying 

crnshed fn the gutter, his brains mixed 
with blood and crankcase oil, the victim 
of a preventable motorcar acddent. I 
want to do nothing which waalcf take 
away from the States any power or re
sponsibility they might bave fn the mat
ter but I do wish to emphasize tha:t the 
Pederal Government has its :r:esponsibfll
ty, too, a. responsibility that has been 
wholly neglected to the sorrow of cotmt
less dead and maimed. The Federal Gov
ernment Is annually contributing hun
dieds of millions of dollars to be supple
mented by state funds for street and 
highway construction. Advocates o~ 
states" rights welcome this Federal aid
with open palms. But. wha.t shall ft profit 
our people to have super-highways de
void of safety? You or a loved one may 
be killed just as dead on a United states 
highway in a state with drivers~ license 
laws as on a road in a State which has 
no raws. but your risk is greater where 
such laws do not exist. 
. I believe that the power conferred by 

the Constitution tQ regulate interstate. 
commerce aiiords a. sound basis of con
stitutionality for my bilL The present 

. climate oi judicial opinion has. broadened 
appreciably the concept of the cammeree. 
clause from earlier and more narrow 
views. The Supreme Court. bas ruled that 
interstate commerce embraces: any sort 
of activity,. commerce or traffic, which 
concerns more States than one and:wbieh · 
substantially and economically affects 
interstate commerce. The Court. bas fre
quently upheld the regulation oi purely 
intrastate activities which have bad such 
an affect or which are so commingled 
with interstate activities that the one 
could nat be :regulated without the other. 
Even if an activity be local and not re
garded as commerce~ it may s.tillp what
ever its naturep the Court has said. be 
reached by Congress if it exerts a sub
stantial and economic eJfect on inter
state activities. Wrthin the scope af the 
commerce power the use of the highways 
is subject to the imposition of legislative 
conditions having the character of police
regulations, and regulations of this sort 
are based on the public interest.. Tbe 
operation of motor vehicles can no longer 
be separated into 43 distinct territorial 
compartments which function in isola
tion from each other. It: is common 
knowledge that today there is a continu
ous and indivisible stream of vebicular 
traffie and intercourse betwen tbe States, 
and it cannot be determined where local 
operation ends and interstate operation 
begins. The Supreme Court has declared 
that the power to regnlate under the 
commerce clause fs to legislate concern
ing matters which, reaching across State 
lines, affect the people or more States 
than one. I submit that the operation 
of motor vehicles on our highw~s comes 
within this category. 

For those who may be interested in this 
legal asp.ect of the matter I will include 
in the RE.COIID a brief I have preparedr 
listing the pertinent judicial deeision.s 
to substantiate my position. 

Mr. RAMEY. Mr. Speaker. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNE'IT of Missouri., 1 Jield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 
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Mr. RAMEY. I understand the gen

tleman's bill will be in the nature of a 
uniform Federal traffic code. 

Mr. BENNET!' of Missouri. Yes. 
Mr. RAMEY. I do not see why it could 

not be worked out. We have a uniform 
Negotiable Instruments Act. Prior to 
coming to Congress I was on the bench 
for a long while. Sometimes those who 
wanted to reform others were at the 
same time the greatest traffic violators. 
At one time I had on the bench with me 
a great minister from Kansas, the man 
who wrote the book In His Steps, Rev. 
Charles M. Sheldon. After the unfor
tunates were heard they reached the 
traffic cases, and found those that were 
self-righteous violating the traffic laws. 
He said, "I can see that the punishment 
of traffic offenders is much more difficult, 
because while in police court matters you 
have the publicans, in traffic court you 
have the Pharisees." This came from 
perhaps the world's greatest clergyman, 
·who sat on the bench with me that day. 

I believe the ngures which no doubt 
will later be included in the gentleman•s 
address show that even during the latest 
war more people were injured in traffic 
accidents, even though they could not 
drive so mueh, than were injured in the 
war itself. Is that correct? 

Mr. BENNETT of MissourL Probably 
so. 

Mr. RAMEY. In the First World War 
it was many times over. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. The gen
tleman from Ohio is a former judge, who 
while sitting on the bench handled 
many traffic cases. He is very well quali
fied, I think, to express helpfUl opinions 
on the subject. I am grateful for his 
contribution. 

Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. .Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. SCHWABE of Missouri. I take 

pleasure in congratulating my colleague 
from tbe State of MiSsouri on his timely 
presentation. I am glad to see that he 
has taken the initiative on this legisla
tion. I hope the committee considers it · 
favorably~ and I will be pleased to sup
port the bUI if and when it comes to the 
ftoor of the House. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. I th.ank 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I wish to 
also commend the gentleman for his ef
forts in calling the attention of the Na
tion to this very serious problem. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

It is a very serious problem and one 
that merits the attention and considera
tio_n of the Congress of the United States. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF .BILL TO REGULA:ri: 
OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

A bill which seeks to regulate the oper
ation of motor vehicles by individuals 
must be sustained, if at all. under the 
power granted Congress by the Constitu
tion to regulate interstate commerce. 
Other possibilities may be dismissed with 
brief mention. It ls settled that the 
Congress has no general police power-

XCIII--226 

Speert v. Morgenthau <App. D. C. 1940), 
116 F. (2d) 301. Nor does the general 
welfare clause of the Constitution-ar
ticle I, section 8, clause !--empower Con
gress to legislate gene1·ally for the public 
benefit, but merely empowers Congress to 

_ tax and appropriate the moneys so raised 
for the purpose of paying the Nation's 
debts and providing for the Nation's wel
fare-U.S. v. Butler <<1936) 297 U.S. 1). 
Thus the clause is not an independent 
grant of power but a limitation on the 
power to tax-John A. Gebelein, Inc. v. 
Milbourne <<D. Md. 1935), 12 F. Supp. 

· 105). While the taxing power may be 
the basis for regulatory measures which 
h~ve the quality of po1ice provisions, 
nevertheless, the bill at least on its face 
must be for revenue purposes and the 
Supreme Court in some instances has 
frowned on enactments whieh used the 
taxing power merely as a means of im
posing police regulations. See Cushman, 
Social and Economic Control Through 
Federal Taxation, 1934, Eighteenth Min
nesota Law Revised. page 759; Essert, 
What Is Meant by Police Power? Twelfth 
Nebraska Law Bulletin, page 208; Willis 
on Constitutional Law, 1936, 721-722. In 
respect to regulation of motor vehicle 
operation, the object of the taXing power 
would be difficult to define and, more
over, the measure would patently have 
as its object police regulations rather 
than tbe raising of revenue. 

With regard to the constitutional 
power of Congress to regulate commerce 
among the several States, article I, sec
tion 8, clause 3, the climate of judicial 
opinion has broadened the concept of 
the power from earlier and more narrow 
views to that originally envisioned by 
Chief Justice Marshall in Gibbons v. Og
den ( ( 1824) 9 Wheat. 1) : that it covers 
any commerce "which concerns more 
States than one"-Zehrring v. Brown 
Materials, Ltd. ((S. D. Cal. 1943) 48 F. 
Supp. 74{)); Wickard v. Filburn ((1942) 
317 U. S. 111); U. S. v. South-Eastern 
Underwriters Association ( (1944) 322 
U. S. 533). Chief Justice Marshall also 
declared: 

The genius and character of the whole gov
ernment seems to be, that its action is to be 
applied to all tbe external concerns of tbe 
Nation, and to those internal concerns which 
affect the States generally; but not to those 
which are completely within a particular 
State, which do not affect other States, and 
with which it is not necessary to interfere, 
for the purpose of executing some of tbe 
general powers of the Government. The 
completely internal commerce of a State, 
then, may be considered as reserved for the 
State itself~ (Gibbons v. Ogden., supra.} 

It is now recognized that the commerce 
clause must be fitted to the practical 
essen-ce of modern life and that tbe di
viding line between interstate and intra
state commerce is not immovable but 
must often be redrawn to conform to the 
changed conditions of the times-U. S. 
v. South-Eastern Underwriters Ass'n, 
supra.: Chicago Board ot Trade v. Olson 
((1923> 262 U. £. 1. 35); Pensacola Tele
graph Co. v. Western Union Telegraph 
Co. ((1877) 96 U. s. 1. 9). The expan
sion of our national economy has "in
evitably· been refiected in the extension 
of Federal authority over economic en
terprise and its absorption of authority 

previously possessed by the States"
A. B. Kirschbaum Co. v. Walling ( (1942) 
316 U.S. 517>. In this respect the con
gressional approach has been "strikingly 
empiric"-A. B. Kirschbaum Co. v. Wall
ing, supra. From the practical stand
point. there can be no hard and fast 
rule, no rigid formula or dependable 
touchstone as to what is or is not in
terstate commerce. -In ·construing the 
commerce clause, the Supreme Court 
acts in a gradual process of inclusion and 
exclusion: The criterion is necessarily 
one of degree-Santa Cruz Fruit Pack
ing Co. v. N. L. R. B. ((1938) 303 U. S. 
453); Wickard v. Filburn, supra. There 
is no controlling force to pg-st nomen
clature for formulae. ''The precise 
boundary has never yet been, and doubt
less never can be,-delineated by a single 
abstract definition''-V. S. v. South-

. Eastern Underwriters Ass'n, supra. 
The approach laid down by the Su

preme Court today is whether the ac
tivity in question substantially and eco
nomically "affect" interstate commerce. 
If activities through intrastate have such 
an effect, they may be regulated-Santa 
Cruz Fruit Packing Co. v. N. L. R. B. 
( (1938) 303 U. S. 45); Wickard v. Fil-

1Jurn ((1942) 317 U. S. 111); U. S. v. 
South-Eastern Underwriters Ass'n 
( (1944) 322 u. s. 533). 

The commerce power is not confined to 
1\8 exercise to the regulation of commerce 
among the States. It extends to those ae
tivities intrastate which so affect interstate 
commerce, or the exertion of the power Of 
Congress over it, as to make regulation of 
them appropriate means to the attainment 
of a legitimate end, the effective execution 
of the granted power to regulate interstate 
commerce. (U. S. v. Wrightwood Dairy Co. 
(1942), 315 U. S. 110; see Smolowe v. Delen.do 
Corp. (C. C. A. 2d, 1943), 186 F. (2d) 231.) 

Moreover, it is no longer necessary to 
find that intrastate activities have a "di
rect" effect on interstate commerce. 
Even if the activity be local and though 
it may not be regarded as commerce, it 
may still, whatever its nature, be 
r~ached by Congress, lf it exerts a sub
stantial and economic effect on inter
state commerce, and this irrespective of 
whether such effect is that what might 
at some earlier time have been defined 
as "direct" or "indirect"-Wickard v. 
Filburn, supra. Where intrastate activ
ities are so commingled with or related 
to those of an interstate character, that 
all must be regulated if interstate com
merce is to be controlled effectively, then 
Congress has the power so to do-U. S. 
v. Darby (<1941) 312 U. S. 100); Currin 
v. Wallace ( 0939) 306 U. S. 1). Nor 
does the tenth amendment prevent 
Congress from resort to all means appro
priate to the permitted end-U. S. v. 
Darby, supra. If Congress says in a 
statutory declaration that a particular 
activity affects interstate commerce, 
then the courts in passing on the validity 
of the statute have only the function of 
determining whether that activity is 
within reach of the Federal-power-U.S. 
v. Darby, supra. And such validity is 
d~termined by what is regulated, not by 
what the regulation affects-Enterprise 
Box Co. v. Fleming ((C. C. A. 5th. 1942> 
125 F. 2d 897>. 
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The use of the highways is subject to 

the imposition of legislative conditions 
within the scope of the commerce power, 
and regulation of this nature is based 
on the public interest-Transamerican 
Freight Lines.Inc. v. U. S. (<D. Del. 1943> 
51 F. Supp. 405). In light of the prin
ciples just stated, and adapting the lan
guage of the Supreme Court in U. S. 
v. South-Eastern Underwriters Ass'n 
( 0944) 322 U. S. 533), it is arguable that 
the operation of motor vehicles "is not 
separated into 48 distinct territorial com
partments which function in isolation 
from each other." Rather there is "a 
continuous and indivisible stream of in
tercourse among the States" and it can
not be said with any exactness where 
local operation ends and interstate op
eration begins. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that with the improvement 
and expansion of the national highway 
system and the coming of the present
day automobile, rendering all points eas
ily accessible to the traveling public, the 
operation of motor vel:licles is no longer 
confined solely to local use. There is a 
vast stream of traffic between the States 
at all times, and much of this traffic 
partakes of or relates to matters of busi
ness and trade. Chief Justice Marshall 
said that commerce was "traffic"-Gib
bons against Ogden, supra-and any
thing which interferes with or obstructs 
this traffic can be regulated. 

Certainly, a State law which in some · 
fashion unreasonably prevented the in
flow of such traffic would be regarded as 
interfering with interstate commerce. 
Compare Edwards v. California ( 0941) 
314 U. S. 160). Similarly, accidents, 
with resulting delays, hazards, personal 
injury, and property losses, affect such 
traffic and materially affect the flow and 
economic aspects of interstate com
merce. If these matters are to be regu
lated, then driving, even of a purely lo
cal nature, must also be regulated in or
der for congressional control to be effec
tive. Within the principles stated by the 
Supreme Court, a good argument can be 
made that regulation of this sort is with
in the power granted by the commerce 
clause, as presently construed. Under 
modern conditions, it can be said that 
motor-vehicle operation is a matter 
which reaches across State lines, affect
ing the people of more States than one.
See United States against Southeastern 
Underwriters Association, supra. 

It is no objection to the congressional 
assertion of power to regulate interst"ate 
commerce that its exercise is attended 
by the same incidents which attend the 
exercise of a State's police power
U. s. v. Darby ((1941) 312 U. S. 100>. 
Congress can control interstate com
merce to the extent of forbidding and 
punishing certain acts therein which 
spread harm to the pe.ople of other States 
from the State of origin. In so doing it 
is merely exerting the police power, for 
the benefit of the public, within the 
field of interstate commerce-Kentucky 
Whip & Collar Co. v. Illinois Central e,. 
Co. < 0937> 299 U. S. 334); Currin v. 
Wallace ((1939) 306 U. S. 1). 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on Apri115, 1947, pre
sent to the President, for his approval, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 731. An act to establish the Theodore 
Roosevelt National Memorial Park; to erect 
a monument i:n memory of Theodore Roose
velt in the village of Medora, N. Dalt.; and 
for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 5 o'clock and 42 minutes p. m.), under 
its. previous order, the House adjourned 
·until tomorrow, Thursday, Aprill7, 1947, 
at 11 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

552. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitt~ng estimates 
of appropriations for the fiscal year 1948 
involving an increase of $564,000 and a pro
posed provision for reappropriation of an 
unobligated balance of $1 ,000,000 for the Fed
eral Works Agency (H. Doc. No. 201) ; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

553. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an esti
mate of appropriation involving a decrease 
of $33,000 for the Council of Economic Ad
visers (H. Doc. No. 202); to th" Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

554. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a report of a proposed 
transfer of various equipment to city of 
Memphis, Tenn., town of Newfield, N. J., and 
Thompson Products Auto Album and Avia
tion Museum, Cleveland, Ohio; to ' the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

555: A letter from the Secretary of the In
terior, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill · 
to incorporate the Virgin Islands Corporation, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Lands. . 

556. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a draft of a pro
posed bill to reenact und amend the Organic 
Act of the United States Geological Survey 
by incorporating therein substantive pro
visions confirming the exercise of long
continued duties and functions and by 
redeeming their geographic scope; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

557. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a revised 
estimate pertaining to the administrative 
expense authorization of the Federal Farm 
Mortgage Corporation, Department of Agri
culture, for the fiscal year 1947 (H. Doc. No. 
203); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

558. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting the with
drawal of a supplemental estimate of appro
priation for the fiscal year 1947 in the 
amount of $2,640,000 for the Federal Loan 
Agency (H. Doc. No. 204); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

559. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the audit of Federal Surplus Com
modities Corporation for the period July 1, 
1945, to March 14, 1947 (H. Doc. No. 205); 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments and ordered to be 
printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS: 
H. R. 3072. A bill to authorize the prepara

tion of preliminary plans and estimates of 
cost for the erect ion ·of an addition or 
extension to the House Office Buildings and 
the remodeling of the fifth fioor of the Old 
House Office Building; to the Committee on 
Public Works. ' 

By Mr. BUCK: 
H. R. 3073. A bill to amend 42 United 

States Code 253 (b) (the Public Health 
Service Act of July 1, 1944); to the Commit
tee on Interst<tte and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 
H. R. 3074. A bill to fix the rate of tax 

under the Federal Insurance Contributions 
Act on employers and employees for the cal
endar year 1948; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 
H. R. 3075. A bill to amend the act of July 

6, 1945, relating to the classification and com
pensation of employees of the postal service, 
so as to provide proper recompense in the 
form of compensatory time for overtime per
formed by supervisors; to t he Committee on 
Post O,ffl.ce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MORTON: 
H. R .. 3076. A bill to authorize the appro

priation of funds to assist the States and 
Territories in financing a minimum founda
tion education program of public elemen
tary and secondary schools, and in reducing 
the inequalities of educational opportunities 
through public elementary and secondary 
schools, for the general welfare, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. MASON: 
H. R. 3077. A bill · to define partnerships 

and partners for income-tax purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. R. 3078. A bill to permit certain em

ployment by the United States to be included 
as employment under the Social Security 
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRADLEY of Michigan: 
H. R. 3079. A bill to amend the Civil 

Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. MALONEY: 
H. R. 3080. A bill to improve housing con

ditions in the Panama Canal Zone; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr, RIVERS: 
H. R. 3081. A bill to promote the national 

security by establishing a uniform ratio of 
officer and enlisted strength for all the armed 
services; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts: 
H. R. 3082. A bill to provide for the presen

tation of a medal to the family of the late 
Patrick Rose, in recognition of his valor in 
saving the lives of fellow fishermen; to the 

. Committee on Banking and Currency. 
By Mr. BLOOM: 

H. R. 3083. A b1ll to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act so as to make such act ap
plicable to the officers and employees of the 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 3084. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code, act of February 10, 1939; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 
H. R. 3085. A bill to amend an act entitled 

"An act to establish a uniform system of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States," 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3579 
thereof and supplementary thereto: to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 
H. R. 3086. A bill to amend the act of June 

'1. 1897, as amended (3G Stat. 102, 103; as 
U. S. c. 158. 159). providing for the preven
tion of colltsions on certain inland waters 
of the United States, to extend the provi
sions thereof to the Mlssisslppl River below 
the Huey P. Long Bridge at New Orleans, La., 
to certain other rivers emptying into the 
Gulf of Mexico. and to the entire Gulf Intra
coastal waterway, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Merchant Manne and 
Fisheries. 

. H. R. 3007. A bill to amend section 4233 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States 
for the prevention of colllsions on western 
rivers; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HOPE: 
H. Res. 184. Resolution to amend rule XI 

(1) (a) (16) of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives; to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII. memo
rials were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial o:f the Legi&
lature of the State of Georgia, memorializ
Ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to provide for the necessary 
funds to meet all operating expenses of the 
public employm.,a.t services subsequent to 
June so. 1948, aDCf for other purposes; to tbe 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
· Also, memorial of the Legislature o! the 
State of Colorado, piemortaltz1ng the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
relative to Federal legislation concerning 
income-tax discrimination; to- the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDREWS of New York: 
H. R. 3088. A bill for the relief of William 

Dudley Ward-Smith; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLMER: 
H. R. 3089. A bill for the relief of Missis

sippi Central Railroad Co.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON: 
H. R. 3090. A bill for the relief of Robert E. 

Ridenhour, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GEARHART: 
H. R. 3091. A b1U for the rel!ef of Ramon 

G. Hunter and Arthur Nancett; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON of California: 
H. R. 3092. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Ada 

Svejkovsky; to the Committe~ on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 3093. A bill for the relief of Ernest 

Bernhard Jaffe; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORTON: 
H. R. 3094. A blll for the relief of the Silver 

Fleet Motor Express, Inc.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
H. R. 3095. A bill authori.zing the issuance 

of a patent in fee to Georg~ Estes; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause ·1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

335. By Mr. CANFIELD: Petition of the 
Board of Commissioners of the City of Passaic, 

N. J., memortalfztng Congress io withhold 
passage of the proposed legls'lat1on to change 
the ·basts of industrial relations, to call a 
meeting of management, labor, and the pub
lic for the purpose of deciding tn what areas 
self-disciplinary measures can be applied, 
and to rededicate its purposes to the wel
fare and prosperity of an citizens; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

336. By Mr. OLASON: Memorial of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, memorializ
ing the Congress of the Unfted States to en
act a Fair Employment Practices Act; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

337. By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of the 
General Court o! Massachusetts, memoriaUz
ing the Congress of the United States to 
adopt an effective permanent Pair Employ
ment Practices Act; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

338. By Mr. MILLER of California: Senate 
Joint Resolution 14 adopted by California 
State Legislature, relative to appropriations 
affecting the United States customs service; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

339. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Petition 
of Slovak Catholic Sokol Assembly 124, of 
Racine. Wis., asking for a run congressional 
investigation o! the whole Czechoslovak 
question; to the Committee on Pbretgn Af
fairs. 

3i0. By Mr. PLOESER: · Petition by the 
Senate and House. Mtssourt Legislature, con
cerning legislation permitting the division 
o! income between husband and wife for in
come-tax purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

341. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Trans
port and Quartermasters Department Serv
icemen of Spanish War, McKinley Fleet, No. 
1. of San Francisco, petitioning considera
tion of their resolution with reference to 
the endorsement of S. 340 and H. R. 886; to 
the Committee on Veterans' .A1fairs. 

342. Also, petition of members of St. Cloud 
Townsend Club, No.1, petitioning considera
tion of their resolution witb reference to en
dorsement of the Townsend plan, H. R. 16; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

843. Also, petition of the chairman. Boau:cl 
of Temperance, Southwest Missouri Metho
dist Conference, petitioning consideration of 
their resolution wtth reference to endorse
ment of S. 265; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

344. Also, petition of the Daytona Beach 
Townsend Club, No.1, petitioning considera
tion of their resolution with reference to 
endorsement of the Townsend plan. H. R. 
16; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
. 345. Also, petition of the delegates from 
the Townsend clubs of the Fifth Congres
sional District of the State of Florida, peti
tioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to endorsement of the Town
send plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, APRIL 17, 1947 

<Legislative day 0/ Monday, March 
24, 1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 

0 God our Father, in whom is our 
trust, Thou alone dost know the end from 
the beginning, and we •. Thy children, 
must needs walk by faith. We are 
anxious about the consequences of what 
we do. May that concern restrain us in 
our private lives as it does in our public 
duty. In our troubled miz:ds there is 

confusfou and honest perplexity. But 
we Imow there is no confusion with Thee. 
Wilt Thou guide. us, that we may do what 
is right; and if we suffer for it, we shall 

· be blessed. 
This we ask in Christ's name. who was 

crucified, having done nothing amiss. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHI'rE,. and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, April 16, 1947, was dispensed with, 
and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller. one a! 
his secretaries. and he announced that 
on today, April 17, 1947. the President 
had approved and signed .the following 
acts: 

S. 241. An act for the reUef of Andrew 
Chlarodo; 

s. 243. An act for the relief of Llllian M. 
Lorraine; and 

8. 363. An act to amend section 3 of the 
act of July 24, 1946 (Public Law 634. 79th 
Cong.). 

MEETING OP SUBCOMMITTEE OP F'ORBIGN 
RELATIONS COMMI'I'TBE 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the subcommit
tee of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions may sit this afternoon during the 
session of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection. the order is made. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. At 
the time of the recess last evening the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PBPPERJ had 
the fioor, and under the unanimous
consent agreement he retains it this 
morning. 

By unanimous consent. the following 
routine business was transacted: 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE .REFERRED 

As in executive session. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 

before the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States withdraw
ing the nolllination of Louis L. Brown 
to be postmaster at Fort Valley. Ga .• 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

SuSPENSION 01' DEPORTATION 05' .AL:IENS 

A letter from the Attoniey General, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report reciting 
the facts and pertinent provisions of law in 
the cases of 151 individuals whose deporta
tion has been suspended for more than 6 
months by the Collllnissloner of Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service under the 
authority vested in the Attorney General, 
together with a statement of the reason for 
such suspension (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
AUDIT REPORT 01' FEDERAL SURPLUS COliOolODI-

TIES CORPORATION 

A letter from the Comptroller G~eral of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an audit report of the Federal SUrplus 
Commodities Corporation for the fiscal year 
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